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PREFATORY NOTE. 


Twenty-fiv0 years ago, when I started work on ‘Indian Thought’, in 
collaboration with the late Dr. George Thibaut, it was our ambition that we 
should between ourselves, complete the translation of the ‘ Bhasya^s ’ of all the 
six Darshanasy — with the exception of course of the Bhaaya on the Sdnkhya- 
SiUras which had already been done long before we came to the field. It is 
therefore a happy day for me, — ^my esteemed colleague is not here 
with me to share the happiness, — ^when I am able to see the fulfilment of 
that ambition. The Bhdaya on the V edanta-Sutraa (Shahkara and R&manuja) 
has been translated by Dr. Thibaut (published in the Bo ^s o f the 

East Series) ; the Bhasya on the Vaiaheaika-Sutraa — along with — 

has been translated by me (published in the ‘ Pandit Benares) ; the Bhasya 
on the Nydya-Sutras — along with the Vdrtika , — was translated by me (pub- 
lished in the ‘Indian Thought’); the Bhasya on the Yoqa-Sutraa was 
translated by me (published under the ‘ Theosophical Publication Fund, 
Bombay) ; and now the Bhdaya on the Mlmdmad-Sutraa, translated by 
myself is being sent out to the world, in its Fir at Volume. The earlier 
numbers of ‘ Indian Thought ’ contained a very small part of the translation 
of Skabara-Bhdaya from the pen of Dr. Thibaut, but the attempt did not 
proceed any farther, on account of his having been transferred to the Calcutta 
University, where he did not find time to continue his literary labours. 

It is a matter of satisfaction to me that this work of mine (perhaps the last 
in my present life) has been able to secure a place in the ‘ Gaekwad’s Oriental 
Series ’. It is a well-known fact that much important work has been, and 
is being, done at Baroda ; and it is difficult nowadays to find a publisher 
for a work that has the misfortune of appertaining to a field of scholarship 
which, never ‘ popular ’, is becoming increasingly ‘ unpopular ’ under the stress 
of the pressing conditions of modern times. The encouragement therefore 
that an Oriental Scholar receives at the hands of H.H. the Gaekwad becomes 
all the more appreciated. One hopes that the work offered here to the 
world of scholarship will be received with due indulgence, on account of 
the fact that Shabara-Bhdaya has been regarded as one of the most difficult 
‘ Bhasyas ’ by reason of its archaic language and cryptic style. The fact 
of its having been included in the ‘ Gaekwad’s Series ’ lends encouragement 
to that hope. 

The other two volumes are in Press ; and from the efficient manner in 
which the Baptist Mission Press is doing the work, they may be expected 
to be ready in the course of the next two years. 

The inevitable ‘ Introduction ’ dealing with ‘ Chronology ’ and other 
more or less speculative matters, — along with the full Index, — ^will go with 
the last (third) Volume. ^ 

My thanks are due in the first place to my late lamented friend, Babu 
Govinda-dasa of Benares, who was ‘the guiding spirit of my literary life ’, and 
next, to Dr. Benoytosh Bhattacharyya, the talented editor of the Gaekwad’s 
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PBEFATOBY NOTE. 


Series for finding room for the work in the Series ; — and lastly, but most 
of all, to H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad himself for the encouragement that 
is extended to the world of scholarship through the work that is being done 
imder the Oriental Institute. 

I am specially beholden to my pupil and friend. Pandit Ksetresha 
Chandra Chattopadhyaya of the Allahabad University, who has carefully 
gone through the proofs and (what is more) supplied the references to the 
Vedic texts, — not an easy task, as all students of Mimamsa know, to their 
cost. 


‘ MiTHiLi ’, GANGANATHA JHA. 

Allahabad, 

15^ June, 1933. 
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ADHYAYA I. 

PADA I. 


Adhikarai^a (1) : Propounding of the Enquiry. 
SCTRA.(l). 

Next theeefoee (comes) the enquiey into Dhaema. 

Bhasya, 

The words of the Sutras are, so far as possible, to be understood in that 
same sense which they are known to convey in common parlance ; it is not 
right to assume meanings for them on the basis of elliptical and other 
devices, — or to attribute to them any special technical signification. It is 
only in this way that all that would have to be done would be to explain the 
Vedic texts directly (with the help of the Sutras) ; otherwise (if we did not 
take the words of the Sutras in their ordinary sense), it would be necessary 
for us to explain the extraordinary (technical) meanings of the words of the 
Sutras themselves, and then the texts of the Veda. This would involve a 
great exertion. 

Objection : — “ In common parlance, the term * atha\ * next*, is found to 
be expressive of sequence to an event ; in the case of the present Sutra, how- 
ever, we do not find any event ; and yet there must be an event in seqmnce 
whereto the enquiry into Dharma would come in. It is only thus that the 
word * atha\ ‘ next’, could be taken in its ordinary sense.” 

Answer ; — Reading of the Veda would be the required event ; as it is only 
after Reading the Veia has been accomplished that enquiry into Dharma 
follows. 

Objection : — “ It cannot be so ; as it is possible to have an enquiry into 
Dharma after some other event also, — even before the Reading of the VedaJ'' 

Our answer to this is that the Teacher hsks used the term ‘ next * in 
reference to that particular kind of enquiry into Dharma which is not possible 
without the Reading of the Veda. — ^Why so ? — Because in the course of this 
enquiry there will be various kinds of discussion over Vedic texts (and until 
we have studied the texts there can be no discussion of them). Further, we 
are not asserting that there is to be no enquiry into Dharma prior to the 
Reading of the Veda, and that the enquiry is to follow immediately after 
(Vedic Study). In fact, the single sentence (contained in the Sutra) could 
not deny the possibility of the enquiry into Dharma before the Reading of the 
Veda, and at the same time affirm the immediate sequence of the enquiry to 
the Reading; if this were to be done, then there would be two distinct 
sentences (involved in the Sutra) : the form of the sentence denying the 
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possibility of the enquiry into Dharma before the Reading of the Veda would 
have to be different from that affirming its immediate sequence to that 
Reading, For instance, the affirmation in regard to the immediate sequence 
would be done by a sentence in the form * [the enquiry into Dharma is to he 
carried on] after one has read the Vedas \ while the other (i.e., the denial of the 
possibility of the enquiry before the Reading of the Veda) would be done by 
a sentence in the contrary form [viz. * enquiry into Dharma cannot he 
carried on before the Reading of the Feda’] ; and the author of the Sutra is 
going to declare later on that it is only when a group of words expresses a single 
idea that it can be taken as one sentence [while under the proposed construc- 
tion, there are two distinct and contrary ideas]. 

Further, on the completion of the Reading of the Veda, there are two 
courses open (to the student) : he may return home from the Teacher’s House 
(after graduation), or he may (continue to remain there and) carry on an in- 
vestigation into the meaning of Vedic texts; and the advice (contained 
in the Sutra) is that one should not leave the Teacher’s House; for if he 
did, how could he investigate the meaning of Vedic texts ? 

Objection : — “ If that is the case, then, the difficulty is that the Reading 
of the Veda is not found to be mentioned as the necessary precursor (of 
enquiry into Dharma) ; as a matter of fact, the injunction is to the effect 
that ‘ Having read the Veda, one should take the Bath (which indicates the 
end of studentship) * ; under the circumstances, after having studied the 
V eda, and thus having to perform the Final Bath, — if one were to (postpone 
the Bath, and) carry on the enquiry into Dharma, one would be transgress- 
ing the said injunction; and certainly it cannot be right to transgress an 
injunction.’* 

The answer to this is as follows; — We shall certainly transgress the 
injunction, when we find that by not transgressing it we would be making 
the Veda, which is highly useful, entirely useless [by not studying the mean- 
ing of the texts]. The useful purpose served by the Veda has been found to 
be that it makes known to us our duties; persons learned in sacrificial lore 
do not speak of any useful result following from the mere reading (of the 
text). Even though there are passages which appear to speak of such 
result, they are mere hortatory exaggerations (Arthavdda) ; this is going to 
be made clear under Sutra 4-3-1, where it is declared that — ‘in regard to 
the acts tending to the preparation of substances, the, declaration of results 
should be taken as Arthavdda, being meant, as they are, to be subservient to 
other purposes [i.e. purposes of the sacrifice]’. — Then again (in the injunc- 
tion ‘Having studied the Veda, one should take the Bath’), the immediate 
sequence of the Bath to the Reading of the Veda is not what is enjoined ; in 
f£W5t, there is no term in the sentence expressing immediate sequence; all 
that the past-participial affix *ktvd" (in the word *adh%tya\ ‘having 
read’) has been laid down as signifying is the mere precedence (of the act 
denoted by the verbal root), and not the immediate sequence (of the next act). 
— Or, if immediate sequence were really meant, then it would preclude all 
notion of the Reading serving a perceptible purpose. [If the student were 
to take the Final Bath and go away immediately after reading the text of the 
^eda, then, he would have no time to acquire a knowledge of what is con- 
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tained in the Veda, and it is the acquiring of this knowledge which is the 
perceptible purpose served by the reading of the Veda]. Through the process 
of * indirect indication’ we get at the following meaning (of the injunction) : 
As h matter of fact, it is not for any imperceptible (transcendental) purpose 
that the Bath has been enjoined; all therefore that the injunction can 
indirectly indicate is the cessation of all such restrictions as * not- bathing ’ 
and the like (that are observed by the Religious Student), — such cessation 
being simultaneous with the completion of Vedic Study; what thus the 
entire meaning of the injunction is is that ‘ Having read the Veda, one should 
bathe, — but one shall not go away from the Teacher's House ’, — this further 
(implication) being necessary for the purpose of avoiding the contingency of 
the Bath being meant only for an imperceptible (transcendental) purpose. 

For these reasons, the full meaning of the term ^ atha\ ‘next’, is that 
‘ Having first accomplished the Reading of the Veda, one should next seek to 
know Dharma ’. We do not mean that enquiry into Dharma should not be 
carried on after any other act (than the Reading of the Veda) ; all that we 
mean is that after having read the Veda, one should not hasten to take the 
Final Bath, he should immediately seek to know Dharma. — Such is the 
meaning of the term ‘ atha *, ‘ next 

The term * atah\ ‘therefore’, signifies reason, and refers to a definite 
fact; for example, in the sentence — ‘This country is one where food is 
easily obtainable, therefore I reside here’. Similarly, ‘since the duly read 
Veda is known to be a reason for enquiry into Dharma, therefore after the 
reading of the Veda, Dharma should be enquired into’, — such is the mean- 
ing of the term ‘ therefore One who has not read the Veda could never be 
able to study the Vedic texts for the purpose of knowing Dharma ; ‘ there- 
fore * — for this reason — one should seek to enquire into Dharma after having 
read the Veda. Such is the meaning of the term ^ atah ’, ‘ therefore ’. 

The compound term * dharmajijhdsd^ (‘enquiry into Dharma^) is to 
be expounded as ‘ dharmdya jijhdsd ’ (‘ wish for the knowledge of Dharma') ; 
and * jijhdsd' (‘enquiry’) is the ‘wish to know’. — “In what manner is 
the enquiry into Dharma to be carried on ? ” — The questions to be investi- 
gated are — (a) What is Dharma ?, (6) By what is Dharma indicated ?, 
(c) What are the right means of arccomplishing Dharma ?, (d) What are 
the wrong means of accomplishing Dharma ?, and (e) What is the end or 
purpose of Dharma ? The first two questions — ‘ What is Dharma ' and 
‘ By what is Dharma indicated ’ — have been dealt with by the single Sutra 
‘ Chodandlaksano' rtho dharma h ' (next Sutra) ; the remaining three ques- 
tions — ‘What are the right means of accomplishing Dharma', ‘What are 
the wrong means of accomplishing Dharma', and ‘What is the purpose 
of Dharma ' — the meaning of the last question being ‘ in what cases does 
the Dharma subserve the purposes of man and in what cases is the human 
agent only a subordinate factor ', — are dealt with by the third and subsequent 
adhydyas. 

Objection : — “ Dharma must be something which is either known or not 
known. If it is known, then there need be no enquiry into it ; if on the 
other hand, it is something not known, then there is all the more reason why 
there can be no enquiry into it. Thus the whole section dealing with 
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‘enquiry into Dharma* is absolutely futile. Or, is there any purpose in 
it?’* 

Answer : — As a matter of fact, learned men have held divergent views 
regarding Dharma: some people regard one thing as * Dharma* , some 
regard a totally different thing as * Dharma \ Under the circumstances, if 
a man were to undertake an act without due consideration, he might take 
up any one act at random and would thereby ruin himself and also incur 
evil consequences. For this reason it is necessary to carry on enquiry into 
Dharma ; specially as we declare that Dharma endows man with the highest 
good. 

The next Sutra describes what this Dharma is. 

ADHiKARMiTA (2) : Definition of Dharma. 

SUTRA (2). 

Dharma is that which is indicated by (known by means of) 
THE Veda as conducive to the highest good. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ Chodand ’ they use in the sense of the injunctive text ; men 
are found saying ‘ I am doing this act on being enjoined (choditah) by the 
Teacher.’ — ‘ Laksana ’ is that by which something is indicated (pointed out) ; 
for instance, when fire is indicated by amokcy they say that smoke is the 
* laksana' (indicator) of fire. — That which is indicated by the said Injunc- 
tive Text is *artha\ ‘something conducive to the highest good’ ; that is, 
it brings man into contact with his highest good ; — this is what we assert. 

As a matter of fact, it is the Vedic Injunction which is capable of 
making known (indicating) what is past, present or future, also what is 
subtle or hidden or remote and such like ; this cannot be done by any organ 
of sense. [But what is indicated or made known by the Vedic text is only 
an actf something to he done, or things connected with that act, and not any 
accomplished thing; — says ^juvimald]. 

Objection: — “It is possible that the Veda may say what is wrong or 
false ; just as it is possible for an ordinary assertion, — such as ‘ there are 
fruits on the banks of the river ’ — to be true or false. [ So that the 
proposition that the ‘Veda brings happiness to man’ would be doubtful; 
because the Veda is in the form of words, and words are found to be true as 
also false ; hence there can be no certainty or confidence in what the Veda 
may assert; that is, there can be nothing of which the Veda could be 
regarded as the ‘ laksana^ or * pramdna\ the means of right cognition].” 

Our answer to the above is as follows: — ^There is self-contradiction 
involved in the assertion that “ the Veda asserts, and asserts what is false 
When the Veda is said to ‘assert*, what is meant is that it makes known, 
— i.e. becomes the means of something being known; when something 
becomes known on the presence of some means, this latter is said to 
make the former known. Such being the case, if on the presence of the 
Veda, it cvotually becomes known that * from the Agnihotra follows heaven 
— ^how can it be said that such is not the ca5e '[i.e. heaven does not follow 
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from Agnihotra ] ? If such were not the case, how could it be spoken of as 
becoming known ? To assert that a thing does not exist and yet becomes known, 
involves a contradiction in terms. Then again, the idea brought about by 
the’ assertion ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform sacrifices ’ is not an 
uncertain one; i.e. it is not in the form ‘heaven may or may not follow 
from the performance of sacrifices ’ ; [in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one that heaven does follow ], and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot be false. That cognition (or idea) alone is false which, having 
appeared, becomes sublated by the notion ‘ such is not the actual case * ; 
the idea in question (that heaven follows from the performance of sacri- 
fices) is never found to be so sublated at any time, or in regard to any 
person, or under any circumstances, or at any place. Hence it follows 
that it is not false or wrong. 

As regards the assertion of ordinary men, if it emanates from a trust- 
worthy person, — or if it pertains to something that is directly perceived by 
the senses, — it must be true; if, on the other hand, it emanates from an 
untrustworthy person, — or if it pertains to something that cannot be 
perceived directly by the senses, — then it is unreliable, proceeding as it does 
merely from the mind of a human being. Because such a thing (which 
is not perceptible by the senses) cannot be known by men except by means 
of words [ and the words of an untrustworthy person cannot be reliable]. 
[ Dharma being something not perceptible by the senses, it can be known 
only by means of words, — and these words, to be entirely reliable, should 
not be such as proceed from a human source, which is not absolutely 
reliable, by reason of the inherent incapability of the human mind to 
comprehend things beyond the senses.] — It might be urgued that the man 
making the assertion had its source in the previous assertion of another 
man. — But this previous assertion also would be as unreliable as the 
other one ; and in regard to such things (as are beyond the senses) the 
words of men cannot be a reliable source of knowledge ; just as the words 
of persons born blind cannot be a reliable source of knowledge regarding 
shades of colour. 

Objection : — “ It is not possible for persons not knowing a thing to 
impart instruction about it ; and Manu and others have actually imparted 
instruction (about Dharma) ; from this it follows that good men have 
possessed the knowledge (of Dharma) [Read * purusdh^ for ^purnsdt^; 
with *purusdt\ the meaning would be that ‘good men have learnt it from 
a human source ’ ; this would not go with the next sentence] ; just as the 
fact that colour is apprehended by the eye is deduced only from the fact that 
the man sees it.” 

The answer to the above is as follows: — As regards instructions, they 
might proceed from illusion or wrong knowledge also. [Hence the very fact 
of human beings having imparted instructions does not necessarily prove 
that these instructors possessed the right knowledge of Dharma] ; such 
instructions, in the absence of illusions, proceed also from the Veda [and in 
the case of the Veda there is no room for illusion or wrong knowledge, as 
there is no human agency involved, while in the case of human instructors, 
there is always a chance of mistakes and illusions and ignorance]. — But in 
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the case of teachings emanating from human sources, the notion derived is 
in the form, ‘ this man, the speaker, knows this thing to be so and so’, and 
not in the form, ‘ the thing is so and so ’ ; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the notion derived from human assertions is not always com- 
patible with the truth; in the case of the Vedic aBsertioq on the other 
hand, there is nothing to indicate its falsity. — “ There is the inference from 
analogy: Having found the human assertion to be false, we infer, from its 
analogy, that the Vedic assertion also, being an assertion (like the human 
eissertion) must be false.” — It is not so ; because the two cases are riot 
analogous ; the falsity of one assertion cannot prove the falsity of another ; 
simply because it is another (not the same, assertion) ; for instance, because 
Devadatta is dark, it does not follow that Yajriadatta also is dark. Then 
again your idea that ‘ the Vedic assertion must be false because it is of the 
same kind as the human assertion (which is found to be false) ’ is of the 
nature of an indirect inference based upon a premiss, while the idea derived 
from the Vedic assertion is of the nature of direct cognition ; and no 
indirect inferential cognition can have any validity when it is opposed to a 
direct cognition. — From all this we conclude that ‘ what is learnt from the 
Veda is conducive to the highest good.’ 

Objection: — ‘‘If such is the case, then what should be enquired into is 
something that is conducive to good [which must be a well-established entity] ; 
what could bo the use of enquiry into Dharma [ which is not a well-established 
entity, but something that has itself got to be brought into existence] ? ” 

The answer to this is that what is conducive to good is exactly what is 
expressed by the term ‘ Dharma ’. 

“ How are we to know that this is so ? ” 

If a man performs sacrifices, he is called a ‘ performer of dharma ’ 
(* dhdrmika*); when a man does an act, he is called after that act; e.g. 
the person who does the act of purifying [or cooking, if we accept the 
reading * pdchakah' for * pdvaka^] is called ‘the performer of purifica- 
tion’ (* pdvaka') and one who performs the act of cutting is called ‘the 
performer of cutting’ (‘ Idvaka^). Thus it is that what brings to the man the 
highest good is what is spoken of by means of the word ^dharma' [‘sacrific- 
ing’ brings the highest good to man, — and it is the act of sacrificing that 
is denoted by the term ‘ dharma ’]. This is found to be so not only in com- 
mon parlance; in the Veda also we find the passage — ‘ Yajhena yajhamaya- 
jania devdii, tdni dharmani prathamdnydsan\ [‘ By sacrifice did the deities 
offer sacrifices, and these were the first dharmas^'], (^gveda 10. 9. 16) where 
what is denoted by the term *yajV (i.e. the term "ydjha*, ‘sacrifice’) is 
precisely what is spoken of as ‘ dharma ’. 

As a matter of fact, the Veda indicates both what is moral and what is 
immoral, — “ What is moral ? ” — That which is conducive to good, such as the 
Jyotiatoma and other acts. — “ What is immoral ? ” — That which leads to evil 
(sin), such as the Shyena, the Vajra, the Isu and other (malevolent) acts. — 
Thus the Sutra has used the term *artha\ ‘what is conducive to good’, 
in order to preclude the possibility of the Immoral act (which is not conducive 
to good) being included under the term * dharma \ 

Objection : — “ Why should the im^noral act be so called ? ” 
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Reply: — Because it involves inflicting of injury, and the inflicting of 
injury has been forbidden. 

Objection : — “ How then is it that an immoral act (in the shape of the 
Shyena sacrifice, for instance) is enjoined as something that should he done ? ** 
The answer to this is that the Shyena and other such (malevolent) 
sacrifices are nowhere found to be spoken of as what should he done; they 
are indicated only in the form that * if a man desires to inflict injury upon 
another, the performance (of the Shyena) would be the means for that pur- 
pose what the Vedic text says is only that * one desiring to inflict injury 
may perform the Shyena^ (cf. Sadvirhsha^Brdhmana 8. 1-2), — not that ‘one 
should inflict injury*. [The man is urged to undertake the performance of 
^he Shyena entirely by his desire to inflict injury, not by any Vedic text 
enjoining that act as what ought to be done.] 

Objection : — “ The Sutra as it stands is not capable of expressing all this — 
(a) that ‘ Dharma is that which is indicated by the Veda, and not what is 
indicated by the senses and other means of knowledge’, (6) that * Dharma is 
moral, not immoral *. Because the Sutra contains a single sentence ; and it 
would involve a syntactical split of the sentence, if it were taken as ex- 
pressing the said two propositions.” 

The answer to this is that such syntactical split is objectionable only 
in cases where the idea is meant to be expressed by a regularly formed 
sentence ; and this is so only in the case of Vedic texts, not in Sutras ; be- 
cause a Sutra is understood to be merely indicative of what is gathered from 
other sources; so that it is only parts of propositions that are indicated 
(sutryate) in the Sutra ; in fact that is why it is called a ‘ Sutra * (Aphorism). 
Thus it is that the present Sutra is to be taken as containing the parts of the 
two distinct propositions (mentioned above by the Objector). — Or, the Sutra 
may be construed as containing the single proposition that * Dharma is that 
particular act conducive to the highest good which is indicated by the Veda * ; so 
that there is a single proposition [and there is no syntactical split involved]. 


ADHiKABAijrA (3) : Investigation of the Means of knowing 

Dharma. 

SOtra (3). 

The examination of its means [follows]. 

Bhmya. 

It has been declared by us that ‘ the knowledge of Dharma is brought 
about by means of the Veda* ; but that was a mere assertion ; we shall now 
proceed to examine the means of that knowledge: Is the Veda alone the 
means, or is there something else also ? Until this examination has been 
made, it cannot be known for certain that ‘ Dharma is that which is indi. 
cated by the Veda as conducive to the highest good* (Su. 2). 
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Adhikaraista (4) : Dharma not amenable to such means of 
Cognition as Sense-perception and the like. 

StJTRA (4). 

That cognition by a person which appears when there is con- 
tact OF THE SENSE-ORGANS IS ‘ SeNSE -PERCEPTION AND IT IS 
NOT A MEANS (OF KNOWING DhaRMA), AS IT APPREHENDS 
ONLY THINGS EXISTING AT THE PRESENT TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

The examination (promised in the preceding Sutra) is as follows : — Sense- 
perception is not the means (of knowing Dharma ), — why ? — because the 
character of Sense-perception is that it is * that cognition by a person, etc.’ 
(sutra ) ; that is, it is that cognition which a man has when his sense-organs 
are in contact with the object cognised . — Dharma however is something 
that is yet to come, and it does not exist at the time that it is to be known ; 
— while. Sense-perception is the apprehending of an object that is actually 
present and not non-existent at the time (of cognition) ; — hence Sense- 
perception cannot be the means (of knowing Dharma), 

In the Sutra, no stress is meant to be laid upon either ‘cognition’, or 
the ‘appearance’, or upon mere ‘contact’; the only factor meant to be 
emphasised is the fact of its being such as is possible only when there is 
contact between the sense-organ and the object, and not when there is no such 
contact between them. If stress were laid upon several factors, then there 
would be syntactical split. 

As for (the other means of Cognition,) Inference, Analogy, and Apparent 
Inconsistency, these also presuppose (are based upon) Sense-perception ; hence 
these also cannot be the means (of knowing Dharma), 

Nor can Dfwtrnm be amenable to ‘Negation* [i.e. it cannot be regarded 
as non-existent ; because of the reason given in the next Sutra which indi; 
cates the real means of knowing Dharma]. 


Adhikaraua (5) : Dharma cognisable by means of Verbal 

Injunctions. 

SUTRA (5). 

The relation of the word with its denotation is inborn. — 
Instruction is the means of knowing it (Dharma), — 

INFALLIBLE REGARDING ALL THAT IS IMPERCEPTIBLE ; IT 
is a valid means of knowledge, as it is IN- 
DEPENDENT, — ACCORDING TO BIdABAYANA. 

Bhasya. 

‘ AutpaUilca' (‘inborn’), — what we mean by this is ‘constant’. It 
is existence (presence) that is figuratively spoken of as 'origin'. What 
is meant is that the relation between word and its meaning is insepar- 
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uhle.^lt becomes the means of knowing [^jUdyat^ anena iti yndnam^ says 
the Shlokavdrtika 5. 9] Dharma in the shape of Agnihotra and suoh acts, 
which are not known by means of Sense-perception and such other means 
of knowledge. — How so ? ” — Because there is ‘ Instruction ’ ; * instruction * 
stands for the speaking of a particular set of words. [Thus it is the Wordy 
in the form of Instruction or Injunction, which is the means of knowing 
D1iarma.~\ — Of this ‘means of knowledge’ there is * infallibility^ ; i.e. the 
cognition brought about by that means never fails (is never wrong) ; when 
a 'cognition is not found to be wrong, it cannot be said with regard to it 
that ‘this is not so’, or ‘the real thing is not as it is represented by this 
cognition or ‘the real thing is otherwise than what is represented in this 
cognition or ‘ it may be that the idea in the mind of the speaker is differ- 
ent from what is expressed by his words or ‘ the words used give rise to 
contradictory ideas, representing the same thing as existing and as non- 
existing'. — For these reasons (since cognition brought about by words is not 
fallible), it is * a valid means of knowledge, as it is independent'. That is, 
when a cognition has been brought about by means of words, there is no 
need for any other cognition (to corroborate it), or of any other person as 
having the same cognition. — The mention of ‘ Bddardyana ' means that 
‘ what is stated here is the opinion of Badarayana ’ ; and the name is men- 
tioned only for the purpose of showing reverence to Badarayana, and it does 
not mean that what is stated is not the author’s ( Jaimini’s) own opinion. 

There has been some confusion regarding the exact extent of the *V fttikara- 
grantha ” introduced by Shabara on page 7, line 18. This confusion has been due to 
the Editor of the Bhasya (Bib. Ind. Ed.), who puts the words ‘ V rttikStamatapi 
samdptam ’ (at the end of Bhasya, page 18, line 6) ; and to the Editor of the Shloka- 
vdrtika who has put the words ‘ V rttikdragranthah samdptah ' at the end of 26 
KSrikas. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ V rttikdragrantha'* starts with page 7, line 18, and ends 
with the end of the Bhasya on Sidra 5, page 24, line 11. 

That all this repiesents ‘ V rttikdragraniha ' is borne out by Mandana Mishra 
who says in his Mvmdmsdnukramanikd — 

The *hahu‘artha -n of here can only be all those philosophical topics 

that we find dealt with BhSsya (pages 7 to 24). If it had referred only to what 

is said regarding the Pratyaksapramdna, Mandana Mishra could have had no justifi- 
cation in speaking of it as ‘ bahu~artha,^ * many topics.’ — The so-called ‘ Vftti- 
kdramatam ’ in the Shlokavdrtika also deals with a part of Sutra 4 only ; and if this 
was all that was meant by the Vrttikdra, then the Bhasya would have introduced 
it after Sutra 4 and not after Sfitra 6. 

The interpretation of the V rttikdragraniha, according to this view, is as 
follows : Sutra 3 puts forward the view that it is not necessary to carry on a detailed 
enquiry into the question of Pramdna for Dharma, [In this ceise a na has to be 
added to the SQtra which necessity has led PrabhSkara to the view that the 
Bhdsyakdra is quoting the ‘ V rttikdramata' not with approval, but only as a view 
held by * others,* ‘ para-mata ’] ; and the^reason for this lies in the fact that the 
exact nature of all Pramdnas, including Shabda or Chodand is already well known. 
Against this the opponent urges (BhSsya, pages 7, 1. 21) that examination is necessary 
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on account of the chances of error. — This objection is answered in the first half of 
SStra 4, where the right perceptional process is described (this is obtained by trans- 
posing ^ and ?rcT), and it is shown that Perception by itself is never erroneous, 
and must be accepted as valid until we discover some defect in the process leading 
up to it. Similarly with Inference and the other forms of Cognition. — This goes on 
up to Bhagya, page 10, line 10. — ^The upshot of all this is that all cognition is 
inherently valid. — Next the opponent raises the objection against the pramanya of 
Shabda specially (page 10, 1. 22). This objection — according to the Vrttikara — is 
embodied in the second part of Sutra 5; and after a series of objections and 
counter- objections, the final conclusion on the point is stated on page 18, 1. 6. — The 
discussion regarding Atman also arising out of what occurs in the V rttikaramata, 
this latter mata must be taken as extending up to the end of Sutra 5 (page 24, 
line 11). 

According to the Brhatl and Rjuvimala, the Bhdsya does not approve of the 
explanation propounded by the Vfttikdra; but according to Mandana Mishra, the 
Bhdsya has purposely introduced this explanation as it provides Shabara with 
the opportunity of dealing with many philosophical topics. 

The author of the Vrtti has explained the text beginning with Siitra (3) 
[i.e. Sutras 3, 4, and 5) in the following entirely different manner] : — 

[The Siddhdnta view propounded in the Sutra (3) is that] the means of 
(knowing Dharma) need not be examined (Sutra 3) [The negativing ‘na’ has 
got to be added in this case] ; because Sense-perception and the other Means 
of Cognition are all well known; and as for the Scripture (Shdstray Veda)j 
this also is included among those same Means of Cognition ; hence this 
latter also need not be examined. 

The argument against this is that the examination is necessary, because 
of mistakes; for instance, the shell is sometimes actually perceived as 
silver, which shows that Sense-perception is sometimes wrong ; and if Sense- 
perception may be wrong, it follows that Inference and the other Means of 
Cognition, being based upon Sense-perception, may also be wrong. Such 
being the case, if one were to act entirely in accordance with the notions 
derived through the said Means of Cognition, — without an examination (re- 
garding the validity or otherwise of the means concerned), — he would fail in 
his purpose, and might, at times, come by what is ’’•able. 

Siddhdntin : — It is not so; as what is real 'ption is never 

wrong ; what is wrong is not Sense-perception. W1 ense-perception 

is explained in Sutra (4), which (being construed .uisposing * sat' and 
* tat') means that ‘That Cognition is real Sense-pe ^eption (sat pratyaksam) 
which appears when there is contact of the sense-organs with the object 
perceived (tatsamprayoge) ' ; that is to say, when the sense-organs are in 
contact with the object actually perceived, the resultant cognition of the 
man is real Sense-perception, — and it is not real Perception when the object 
perceived is different from that with which the Sense-organ is in contact. 
[So that in a case where the shell has been perceived as silver^ what is 
perceived is the silver while the eye is in contact with the shelly not with the 
silver ; hence this is not a case of real Sense -perception at all]. 

Question : — “ How is it to be understood that one perception appears on 
the actual contact (of the sense-organ) with the object perceived, and 
another does not appear on such contact ? ” 
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Answer: — ^When it is found that at the time of the perception in 
question, there is no contact (of the sense-organ concerned) with any object 
other than the one perceived, it follows that the perception has appeared on 
the contact with the object actually perceived ; and when the contrary is 
the case, the perception is taken as following upon contact with something 
other than the object perceived. 

Qweation : — ** But, how can this be ascertained, — when, as a matter of 
fact, at the time that a person perceives the shell to be silver, he thinks 
that his eyes are actually in contact with real silver ? ” 

Answer : — In cases where a perception is subsequently followed by a 
sublative cognition to the contrary — such as ‘ in reality it is not €W3 I have 
perceived, my perception has been wrong’, — it is understood that the 
perception in question had appeared on the contact of the sense-organ with 
something other than the object perceived ; while in cases where no such 
sublative cognition appears, it is understood that the perception had 
appeared on actual contact with the object perceived. 

Question : — “ How can this distinction be made before the appearance 
of the sublative cognition ? In fact, at the time that the perception 
actually appears, there is nothing to differentiate a right cognition from a 
wrong one (until the subsequent appearance or otherwise of the sublative 
cognition).” 

Answer : — A cognition is wrong, (a) when the mind is affected by some 
sort of derangement [the reading ‘ chaksurddibhih ’ is apparently wrong ; 
what is wanted is some word expressive of a mental derangement], — or (b) 
when the sense-organ concerned (i.e. the eye) is beset by darkness or other 
such disabilities, — or (c) when the object itself suffers from such disabilities 
as being too subtle (for perception) and so forth. While in cases where none 
of the three (mind, sense-organ, and object) suffers from these defects, the 
cognition is right. What brings about a right cognition is the contact of the 
sense-organ, the mind, and the object; when there is no such contact, the 
cognition is wrong ; hence what leads to a wrong cognition is a defect in 
(one or the other of) the three factors (mind, sense-organ, and object) . [In 
place of ‘ ubhaya ’, which means both, we should have * tritaya^ or some such 
word expressing three^ ; — when these are defective, the cognition becomes 
wrong. 

Question : — “ How do you know this ? ” 

Answer: — It follows from the fact that on the disappearance of the 
defects, there appears the cognition which is recognised by all persons as 
right. 

Question : — “ How is one to know if any of the three is defective or free 
from defects ? ” 

Answer : — Even on careful scrutiny, if we do not find any defect, we 
should conclude that there is no defect, simply because there is nothing to 
show that there is a defect. 

From all this it follows that only that cognition is wrong the means 
whereof are defective, or with regard to which there is a sublative cognition 
that * it is wrong ’, — and no other cognition can be regarded as wrong. [And 
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as all cognitions are not wrong^ as stated by the Opponent, there can be no 
need for any examination of the Means of Cognition in general.] 

[The Opponent next attacks the validity of Sense -cognition in general 
on the basis of Idealism] — “ All cognition is baseless (without a real substra- 
tum in the external world), like dream-cognition. In the case of Dreams, we 
have found that Cognition has no real substratum ; — waking cognition, also 
in the form ‘ a pillar ’ or ‘ a wall * and so forth, is a Cognition ; — hence waking 
cognition also must be without a real substratum.” [This objection is 
introduced here with the view that if there is no real object in the external 
world, there can be no contact of the sense-organs with an object of percep- 
tion ; and hence no perception could fulfil the essential condition laid down 
in the definition of Sense-perception; which would mean that Cognitions 
are in their very nature wrong ; and hence an examination of the Means of 
Cognition is necessary.] 

The cognition of the * pillar ’ that one has during the waking state is 
positively determinate ; how then could it be wrong ? 

“ In dream also the same cognition was equally positively determinate, 
before waking; there is no difference in the character (of the dream-cogni- 
tion and the waking cognition of the 

It is not so ; in the case of dream-cognition we find that it is sublated 
(set aside, rejected, on waking), which is not the case with the other cogni- 
tion (i.e. waking cognition). 

** But from the analogy of the dream-cognition, to which the waking 
cognition is similar, it may be presumed that suhlation will follow in the 
case of the waking cognition also.” 

This presumption in the case of the waking cognition would be possible 
only if the falsity of the dream-cognition were due to its being a cognition. 
That is to say, if the falsity of the Dream-cognitiOn were due to the fact 
that it cognises, i.e. apprehends, — then, inasmuch as waking cognition also 
is a cognition in the same sense, it could not be said that this latter is other- 
wise (i.e. not false). As a matter of fact, however, the falsity of the Dream- 
cognition is inferred from other reasons, such for instance, as the fact of its 
being sublated by a cognition to the contrary — “How ? ” — When a man is 
sleepy, his mind is weak (inactive, not alert) ; and hence it is sleepiness which is 
the cause of falsity in the cognition appearing at the beginning and the end of 
sleep ; and during deep sleep, there is no cognition at all ; as it is only when 
a man is entirely unconscious that he is said to be ‘ in deep sleep ’. — From all 
this we conclude that the cognition of the waking man is not false. — “ But 
during the waking state also, there may be some defect in the instruments 
of perception (which would give rise to false cognitions).” — If there were 
such a defect it would be detected. — “ Even at the time of dreaming, the 
defect in the cognitive instrument is not detected.” — But in this latter case, 
on waking, the man realises that his mind had been beset with sleepiness [so 
that the defect is actually cognised in this ceise]. 

[The ‘ baselessness * or falsity of Cognitions as cognitions has been rejected on 
the general ground that no cognition can be regarded as baseless or false unless it 
ie found to have been brought about by means of defective Instruments. This is 
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met by the Opponent with the assertion that cognitions have to be regarded as 
false or baseless, not only because they are brought about by means of defective 
instruments, but chiefly because they are devoid of a real external object,— hence 
there can be no real contact between the sense-organ and the object ; — hence there 
can be no valid perception which has been defined as Cognition brought about by 
the contact of the sense-organ with the object.] 

[There has been some confusion of thought in regard to the exact position of 
the two sections which have been called by the editors from ancient times, *Nir&lam- 
banavada ’ and ‘ Shunyavdda ’ ; which has led to the idea (a) that the portion of the 
Bhasya preceding the words ‘ shunyastu ’ deals with the doctrine of Idealism that 
there is no real object in the external world, hence all cognition is baseless, — and 
(6) that with the words * Shvnyastu * the BhSsya introduces the doctrine of Nihilism, 
that nothing, not even Idea, exists. — But this interpretation of the BhSsya is 
entirely wrong. From the last verse of the so-called ‘ ShUnyavada * section of the 
ShlokavMika it is clear that the whole of that section is meant to establish the 
reality of the external object, in confutation of the doctrine of Idealism, and the only 
argument in refutation of the doctrine of Nihilism is that * when the reality of 
the external object cannot be denied, it is all the more unreeisonable to deny the 
reality of the Idea or Cognition ’ ; so that the Madhyamika doctrine of Shunyavada is 
not what is meant to be directly introduced or attacked in the Bhasya beginning with 
the words * Shunyastu ’, which, in reality, is only a continuation of the refutation of 
the doctrine that there is no real external object. This is made clear by the 
section of the Bhasya concluding with the words ‘ Ato na nirdlambanab pratyaya^ 

‘ for this reason, cognition is not devoid of a real substratum’. — The Bjrhati clearly 
says — ‘‘It should not be thought that the section of the Bhasya preceding the 
words ‘ Shunyastu ’ has refuted the denial of the real external substratum of Cogni- 
tions, and the section beginning with ‘ Shunyastu ’ proceeds to deal with the Madhya- 
mika doctrine of Nihilism. Because the shunyatd, * voidneas ’, spoken of in the Bhasya 
is meant to be the voidness of the Cognition itself — i.e. the cognition is devoid of 
a real object,— and it is not that the Idea or Cognition itself is denied.” — Accord- 
ing to Kumarila {Shlokavdrtika, Shunyavdda, verse 3), the question discussed in the 
Bhasya beginning with ‘ Shunyastu ’ is — “ Is it a fact that Cognition is able to function 
only when such objects as the Pillar and the like have an existence in the external 
world — or is it that Cognition rests in itself as the object cognised, and not in any 
object extraneous to itself ? ” So according to this also, the Bhasya does not in- 
troduce here a separate discussion of the Madhyamika doctrine of Nihilism.] 

Opponent : — “ But as a matter of fact, Cognition is an empty void — [i.e. 
devoid of substantial reality or foundation in the External world]. — 
Why ? — Because we do not perceive any difference between the form of the 
Object and (its) Cognition. What is perceived (by the senses) is the Cognition, 
hence we conclude that there is no form of any object apart from that 
Cognition itself.*' 

Answer : — This would be so if the Cognition had the form of the Object ; 
as a matter of fact, however, our Cognition is without form ; it is the exter- 
nal object that has form, and is actually apprehended as existing in exter- 
nal space. Then again, the objective of the Sense-cognition is the object, 
not another Cognition ; and this for the simple reason that Cognition, having 
only a momentary existence (specially according to the Opponent, Baud- 
dha), could never continue till the appearance of the other cognition (of 
which it could form the objective). 
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The Opponent might argue as follows ; — 

“ [Is it not a fact, according to the Siddhdntin himself that] it is while 
itself coming into existence that the Cognition becomes cognised, and at the 
same time makes the other object (the external objective) cognised, — as is 
found to be the case with the Lamp (which is itself seen and renders other 
things visible) ? [This argument is put in the mouth of the opponent, not 
as setting forth his own view, but only as against the contention of the 
Siddhdntin that Cognition cannot form the objective of a Cognition; the 
idea of the opponent being that even the Siddhdntin cannot deny the fact 
that a Cognition, while making its own objective cognised, must itself be 
cognised].” 

We deny this ; no one ever cognises a Cognition until the object has 
been cognised; it is only after the object has become cognised that the 
person comes to know of the Cognition, and this is through Inference [that 
is, according to us, the existence of the Cognition is only inferred from the 
fact of the object being cognised, which would not be possible if there were 
no cognition] ; and thus there can be no simultaneity between the cognition 
of the Object and the cognition of the Cognition itself. 

Opponent : — “ Even so (according to you), it is only after the Cognition 
has come into existence that you speak of the object as ‘ cognised’, which 
cannot be done until the Cognition had come into existence; so that (even 
according to your own view that there can be no simultaneity) the fact 
would appear to be that it is the Cognition that comes into existence (and is 
cognised) first, and it is only after this that the object is known as ‘cog- 
nised* [so that it cannot be true to assert that the Cognition becomes 
cognised by Inference after the object has been cognised].” 

Answer: — It is true that the Cognition appears first; but it is not 
cognised first ; it sometimes happens that even a cognised object is spoken 
of as ‘ not cognised ’ [when for instance, on referring to the past, a man 
says * I do not remember that I ever knew this thing’, even in cases where 
the thing might have actually been known to the man in the past, — says 
the Shlokavdrtika], 

Further, the form of the cognition is never apprehended except in terms 
of the object [which could not be the case if both Cognition and Object were 
cognised by Sense- perception ; we never, for example, perceive Colour in 
terms of Touch, says the ftjuvimald]. Hence the Cognition cannot be spoken 
of (as the object of perception) ; and what cannot be so spoken of cannot be 
the objective of Sense-perception. Thus it is that Cognition cannot be the 
objective of Sense -perception. [It can only be an objective of Inference]. 

Further, even if the Cognition and the Object were identical in form, it 
would be the Cognition that would have to be denied (a separate existence), 
and not the Object which is swstually perceived. As a matter of fact, however, 
the two are not identical in form ; when we infer a Cognition (from the fact 
of the object being cognised), we infer it withoiU a form (simply as ‘ cognition ’, 
not as ‘cognition of such and such a thing’), — whereas when we directly 
perceive an object, we perceive it with a form. 

From all this it follows that Cognition has its substratum in the object. 

Further, whenever the cognition of ‘ cloth ’ appears, it does so invari- 
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ably only when the yarns (composing the cloth) are there [which establishes 
a permanent connection between the cognition and the object in the shape 
of the clothf whose existence therefore cannot be denied]. If this were not 
so (if there were no such relationship between the cognition of cloth and the 
cloth), then even when the yarns would be there, it might be possible for a man 
with perfectly healthy organs to have the cognition of the ^Jar\ This 
however never happens. Hence we conclude that Cognition is not without 
a substratum (in the external world). 

• Thus the conclusion is that Sense- perception is never false or wrong. 
[And hence no examination of it is necessary]. 

When the perception of one factor of a well-recognised relationship (of 
Invariable Concomitance) leads to the cognition of the other factor of that 
relationship, — which latter is not in contact with the person’s sense-organs, — 
this second Cognition is what is called ‘ Anumdna \ 'Inference* (Inferential 
Cognition). [Wo take the compound ^ Jndtasambandha' in the sense of 
‘ well -recognised relationship’, according to the Shlokavdrtika, 2; which 
appears to give the simplest meaning.] — This Inferential Cognition is of two 
kinds — (1) that based upon a directly perceived relationship, and (2) that 
based upon a generalised relationship ; as an example of the former, we have 
the (inferential) Cognition of * Fire ’ following from the Cognition of ‘ Smoke ’ 
(which is based upon the invariable concomitance of Smoke and Fire which 
has been directly perceived in the kitchen) ; and as an example of the 
second kind of Inference we have the case where finding that the sun 
changes its position we infer that ‘ the sun is moving’, — on the ground of our 
experience that in the case of the person Devadatta we have foxmd that it 
is only after he moves that he changes his position (which experience has 
led us to the generalised premiss that ‘whenever an object changes its 
position it moves’, and it is on this generalised premiss that the inference 
of the movement of the sun is based). 

‘ Shdstra ’ ‘ scripture ’, (Injunction), is that means of cognising the object 
not in contact with the senses, (i.e. Dharma and Adharma) which follows from 
verbal cognition. [The Bhasya does not waste time in providing a defini- 
tion of ‘Word’ or ‘Verbal Cognition’ in general, — it defines only the par- 
ticular form of ‘Word’, ‘Injunction’, — because it is only in reference to 
the means of Cognising Dharma, w'hich has been declared to be Injunction 
alone, that the Vfttikdra is proving the unnecessary character of an exami- 
nation of the Means of Cognition ; hence the term ‘ shabda * stands for the 
Vedic or scriptural word, and ‘ artha ’ for ‘ Dharma and Adharma * which form 
the special subject-matter of Scripture. — Shlokavdrtika, Shabda, 8-13. — 
According to the ^juvimald, * Shabdavijhdna ' stands for the ‘cognition of 
things through Word * — i.e. the cognition of something to be done ; and the 
‘ asannikrsta artha ’ is Injunction, urging to action ; hence ^Shdstra ’ is that 
means of cognising Injunction which is derived from that knowledge of 
something to be done which is obtained through words.] — [And these two 
means of cognition also being well known do not need to be examined.] 

‘ Upamana ‘ Analogy ’ — i.e. similitude — also brings about the cognition 
of things not in contact with the senses. For instance, the sight of the 
Qavaya (which is similar to the cow) brings about the remembrance of the 
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cow (aa being similar to the Oavaya), [According to ^juvimald, the meaning 
of the sentence is ‘ the sight of the Gamy a brings about the analogical cogni- 
tion that “the animal seen is called Qamya'\ to the man who ^has remem- 
hered the cow\ This is the same as the Nydya view, which has been con- 
troverted by the Shlokavartika, whose rendering of the passage has been 
adopted in the translation.] [And as this Analogy is well-known, it does not 
need to be examined.] 

* Arthdpatti\ ‘Presumption’, also consists in the presuming of some- 
thing not seen, on the ground that a fact already perceived or heard would 
not be possible without that presumption ; for instance, it is found that 
Devadatta who is alive is not in the house, and this non-existence in the house 
leads to the presumption that he is somewhere outside the house [as with- , 
out this, the aforesaid fact of his being alive and not in the house could not 
be explained.] [This also needs no examination.] 

Ahhdvat ‘Negation*, ‘Non-apprehension’, stands for the non-existence 
(non-operation) of the (five) means of Cognition (described above) ; and it is 
what brings about the cognition that ‘ it does not exist*, in regard to things 
not in contact with the senses. [That is, in a case where Sense -perception and 
the other means of Cognition are not found to be operative towards bringing 
about the notion of the existence of a certain thing, we have the notion of 
the non-existence of that thing; and the means by which this notion is 
brought about is called * Abhdva' — Shlokavdrtika, Abhdva 1.] [This also 
being well-known, does not need to be examined.] 

From all this it follows that (all) means of Cognition being well-known, 
they need not be examined. 

The opponent raises a fresh objection : — “ Sense-perception and the rest 
may be right means of Knowledge ,* biit Word (Injunction) can never be so ; — 
Why? — The word (Vedic Injunction) is not a means of true knowledge^ because 
what exists is actually perceived (Sutra 4, latter part). The Injunction (of the 
Chitrd sacrifice, for instance, for the purpose of acquiring cattle) is not a 
means of right knowledge; because if a thing which is perceptible is not 
perceived, it is taken as non-existent; as in the case of the Hare’s Horn 
(which, not being perceived, is taken as non-existent) ; now (as regards 
the Chitrd sacrifice which is enjoined as bringing about the acquisition of 
Cattle) Cattle and such other things are such as could be perceived by 
means of the sense-organs; and yet we find that no cattle are found to 
appear after the performance of the sacrifice (Chitrd) enjoined for one 
desiring Cattle; and from this it follows that the sacrifice does not 
bring about Cattle [and hence that the Vedic Injunction is false, i.e. 
not a means of right cognition.] The effect of an act must appear at 
the time of the performance of the act itself; for instance, the pleasure 
derived from massage appears at the time of the massage itself. — It 
might be argued that the act may bring about its result at some future 
time. — But any result that may appear at some future time we cannot 
regard as being the result of that particular Act ; — why ? — because at the 
time when the Act itself was there, it did not bring about its result; 
while at the time when the result does appecu*, the Act itself is not there ; 
and being itself non-existent, how could it be the bringer about of the 
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result ? — Then again, of the particular effedt (ewjquisition of cattle), we 
actually find other causes (in the shape of gift, purohe^se, and so forth) ; and 
so long as a perceptible cause is there, there can be no justification for 
assuming an imperceptible one. Thus having found the Veda to be fallible 
in this one case, we conclude that the other results also — such gts Heaven 
and the like — do not really follow (from the Acts enjoined in the Veda).— 
Further, we find the Veda actually speaking of things contrary to what is 
actually seen ; for instance, having enjoined the collecting of the Sfiwjrificial 
vessels (on the death of the sacrificer), the Veda goes on to say that * the 
sacrificer thus equipped with the sacrificial implements goes straight to the 
heavenly regions ’ ; this clearly refers to the body, and yet the body never 
goes to the heavenly regions, as it is actually burnt before our eyes. Nor 
can the word * goes^ be taken as an injunctive word (whereby the peissage 
would mean that the body should go to heaven, and not that it actually 
does go; so that the sentence would not contain anything contrary to a 
perceptible fact). — Such apparently absurd assertions therefore cannot be 
the means of right Cognition ; as they would be like such absurd assertions 
as ‘dry gourds sink in water, while stones float.* Thus then we cannot 
have any confidence in the injunctions of tYi& .Agnihotra and such other Acts ; 
as these Injunctions also belong to the same category as those that have 
been shown above to be absolutely false (and unreliable). — From all this 
it follows that Dharma is not * that which is indicated by the Veda as con- 
ducive to the highest good ’ — [as declared in ‘ Su. (2)] 

The answer to the above is provided in the first part of Sutra (5), ending 
with the word ^ Jhanam ^ — ‘ But the relation of the word with its meaning is 
originaly etc,, etc' — The particle Hu', ‘but’, serves to reject the opponent’s 
view. The meaning is that the relation between the word and meaning — 
which relation does not originate from a human being \i,e, which is primordial, 
original, self-sufficient, not dependent upon any other means of Cognition^ — is 
the ‘ J n a n a ’, means of knowing, — ‘ Tasya’, 'of that ’, i,e. of such things as 
the Agnihotra and the like which are not cognisable by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest, [If the connection of the word with its mean- 
ing were dependent upon other means of Cognition, then all those words 
and expressions which speak of things not amenable to the other means 
of Cognition, might be regarded as of doubtful validity ; when however the 
said connection is self-sufficient, then there is nothing to shake the inherent 
validity of what is spoken of in the words of the Veda — Bfhatl and ^tjuvi- 
mala]. Thus then the notion derived from the Vedic Injunction must be 
right. In the case of a notion derived from words emanating from human 
beings, there might be doubts regarding its validity ; because ii^, that case 
what is asserted Would be dependent (for its validity) upon things extraneous 
to itself [such as the validity of those sources from which the human being 
may have derived his knowledge of what he is speaking of, and so forth]. On 
the other hand, when a (self-sufficient) word (not emanating from a human 
source) speaks of something, why . should that be false ? Certainly we 
do not require any corroboration of what we learn from the said word^ 
When the word * speaks ’ of something, what is meant is that it makes that 
thing known, i.e. it becomes the means of that thing becoming known; so 
2 
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that as soon as the means in the shape of the Word is there, what is spoken 
of by it becomes known by itself (without any extraneous help) ; under the 
circumstances, how could one call it ‘ false ’, declaring that ‘ what the word 
says is not really so ’ ? — As a matter of fact, the notion derived from the 
Injunction is not of a doubtful character, — in any such form as ‘ this may or 
may not be so ’ ; nor at any other time or place, or in any other circums- 
tances, or in any other person, does there appear any notion to the contrary, 
that ‘it is false’. — As regards the idea that ‘the notion derived from this 
Vedic Injunction must be false because we have found another statement 
made in the Veda to be false*, — this is only an Inference, and as such 
becomes sublated by the aforesaid direct Cognition to the contrary. — From all 
this it follows that * Dhamui ia what ia indicated by the Vedic Injunction 
aa conducive to the higheat good\ 

The Opponent raises a fresh objection : — ‘ All this may be so ; but in 
reality there is no relationship between the word and its meaning ; how then 
could any such relationship be either created by human beings or not created 
by human beings ? — Why ? — If the relation between the word and the thing 
denoted by it were held to be of the nature of Contact (Conjimction), then on 
the utterance of the word “razor”, the mouth (of the speaker) would be 
ripped open, and similarly on the utterance of the word “ sweets '*, his mouth 
would become filled with sweets. As for the other kinds of relation — 
(a) that subsisting between the material cause and its product, or (6) that 
between the efficient cause and its effect, or (c) that between the container 
and the contained, or (c?) that of birth and so forth, — these are not possible 
at all in the case of Word,’ 

The answer to the above is as follows : — The only relation that is 
possible to assert in the cebse, you do not assert; that is, the relation that 
subsists between the denoter and the denoted, which is the relation called 
‘ that between the name and the nainedJ* — ‘ If the word is the denoter (of its 
meaning), then why does it not denote it when it is heard for the first 
time ? ’ — The answer to this is that in every case experience is our guide 
(and authority) ; it is only when we find a word actually denoting a thing 
that we regard it as its ‘ denoter ’ ; this is not possible in the case of a word 
heard for the first time, as in its case we have never found it denoting 
anything; in fact the meaning of a word is understood only when it has 
been heard (used) as many times as makes it definitely recognised that 
‘ this word is the name and this thing is the named ? [Nor does this need 
for repeated experience vitiate the denotativeness of the word; because] 
in the case of the Eye also it is found that it is unable to aee if there is 
no external light, and yet this does not mean that the Eye has not the 
power to see. [Thus then, the conclusion is that there is a definite relation 
between the Word and what is denoted by it.] 

[A fresh discussion is started : — Says the Opponent] : — ‘ If (as has been 
just stated) the Word does not express anything when it is heard for the first 
time, then the relation between the Word and the thing denoted by it must 
be one that is created (artificial) * — why ? — (o) because aui generis^ the word 
and the thing denoted are not related, e^s is clear from the fswt that the 
word is uttered in the mouth while the thing denoted is found on the ground ; 
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(6) because people clearly make such a distinction as ** this is the Word not 
the Thing ''y “ this is the Thing ^ not the TTord” ; — and (c) because there is a 
clear difference in the forms of the two also; for instance, the word that 
they pronounce is in the form ^Gauh* (‘Cow’), while the object that they 
understand as denoted by it is an animal with the dewlap and other features ; 
and in actual experience we have seen that any relation (or connection) 
that appears between two distinct things is artificial (created) ; as for 
example, the relation between thenar and the rope (to which it is tied). 

[The answer to this Purvapakaa which is reiterated on page 15, lines 16 to 18, 
comes in the Text on page 15, line 18 ; in thednterval in order to clear the ground, 
the Author discusses the three questions — (1) What is ‘word’ ? on page 13, line 7 
to page 14, line 15, — (2) what is ‘meaning* (or denoted thing) ? on page 14, line 16 
to page 15, line 14, — and (3) what is the ‘relation’ between the two ? on page 16, 
line 15.] 


(1) In the case of * gauh' (‘Cow’), what is it that is called the 
‘word’ ? The letters ^ ga \ *au\ and ‘A’ (visarga) constitute the word — 
says the revered Upavarsa. Among people the term ‘ word ’ is applied to 
what is apprehended by the ear; and in the case of the word * gauh\ 
the said letters are what are apprehended by the ear. 

The Sphotavddin Grammarian : — “ If that is so, then no cognition of the 
meaning (of the word) is possible; — why ? — because as a matter of fact the 
cognition of the meaning does not appear on the hearing of the single com- 
ponent letters severally ; and apart from the components there is no single 
entity in the form of a composite whole, from which the cognition of the mean- 
ing would follow. At the moment of hearing the letter ^ ga\ the letters 
‘ au ’ and ‘ h ’ are not heard ; and at the moment that these letters are heard, 
the letter * ga^ is not heard. From this it follows that the word ‘ gauli ’ (as 
a composite whole) is something different from the component letters ‘ ga ’ 
and the rest ; and it is from this composite that the Cognition of the mean- 
ing follows. — It might be urged that after the word (i.e. the letters) have 
ceased, there is a remembrance (of them), and it is from this remembrance 
that the Cognition of the moaning follows. — But this also cannot be ; as the 
Remembrance also has only a momentary existence and hence is as unable 
to bring about the Cognition of the meaning as the letters themselves.” 

There is no force in all this, we reply ; because what happens is that 
each letter, as it is uttered, leaves an ‘ impression ’ behind, and what 
brings about the cognition of the meaning of the word is the last letter along 
with the impressions of each of the preceding letters, — ‘ If that were so [i.e. 
if the cognition of the meaning were so derived from the last letter, etc.], 
then the assertion of the ordinary people that “ we cognise the meaning 
from the word'' would be unjustifiable.’ — Our answer to this would be 
that if it cannot be justified, it must be unjustifiable; simply because 
a certain popular assertion is unjustifiable, it cannot be right to admit 
the existence of something which is not vouched for by any means of Cogni- 
tion, Sense-perception and the rest. As a matter of fact, popular assertions 
are found to be of both kinds — some are justifiable (true) and some are 
unjustifiable (false); for instance, such assertions as ‘Devadatta, please 
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drive the cow’ are justifiable (reasonable, serving a definite purpose)? 
while such other assertions as * ten pomegranates, six cakes ’ and the like 
are unjustifiable (unreasonable, entirely purposeless, having no meaning). — 
[It is not the popular notion alone that is contrary to the Siddhanta view.] 
Scientific writers also have made such declarations as ' what is denoted by a 
verb, like goes or cooks, is a single entity (act), consisting of several acta 
beginning with the starting (of the act) and ending with its fulfilment, rang- 
ing in sequence over several points of time’ — (Nirukta 1-1) [which also 
lends support to the view that the word also is a composite whole a^art 
from the component letters.]” — The answer to this is that even the 
declaration of scientific writers cannot render possible (or reasonable) what 
cannot be established by any valid means of Cognition. 

Then again, there is nothing unreasonable in the view (stated by us) 
that the letters (composing a word) produce impressions, and from these 
impressions follow the apprehension of the meaning ; so that in the bring- 
ing about of the apprehension of the meaning, the letters would be the 
cause. — ” But in that case, the word would be only a subordinate cause 
(of the apprehension of the meaning).” — Not so; the causal efficiency of the 
letters is by no means subordinate, — ^because as a matter of fact, the appre- 
hension of the meaning comes only when the letters are there, and it does 
not come when they are absent [which shows that the letters are the 
principal, not the subordinate, cause.] — But even if they were only a subor- 
dinate cause, — it would not be right to assume something not vouched 
for by Sense-perception or any other means of Cognition, simply for the 
purpose of saving the Word from being a subordinate cause. For instance, 
when it is asserted that * the boy is fire *, it is not understood that the Boy 
is actually Fire, for fear of making the word ‘ Fire ’ figurative (taken in the 
indirect or subordinate sense of ‘brilliant’) ; — for the purpose of saving the 
word ‘fire’ from being understood in its subordinate (or figurative) 
sense of (brilliance), the ‘Boy’ is not taken to be Fire itself (in the literal 
sense). 

As a matter of fact also, such a word as * go" (Cow) is never actually 
perceived apart from the letters ‘ ga ’ and the rest ; and this for the simple 
reason that no difference is perceived between them (i.e. between the 
word and its component letters), cmd that they are actually foimd to be non- 
diflerent. What again is actually perceived are only the letters *ga" 
and the rest. From this it is clear that the word ‘ gauh ’, beginning with the 
letter * ga" and ending with the ‘4’, is only these letters themselves; and 
hence there is no such thing as ‘ Word’ apart from those letters. 

Objection : — ‘ The eissumption of Impressions (left by the component 
letters) involves the assumption of something that is not perceived *. 

The answer to this is that the theory of the * word ’ (as distinct from 
the letters) involves the eissumption of the Word and also that of the 
Impressions (the assumption of which is necessary in this ce^se also, for 
jexplaining the process of denotation) ; [whereas in our view, it is necessary 
to assume the Impressions only: so that while the Opponent’s theory 
involves two assumptions, our theory involves only one assumption], — From 
all this we conclude that the letters themselves are the word. 
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(2) [The next question is] — ^What is the denotation (meaning) of the 
word ‘ gauh * (Cow) ? — What we assert is that the class (or genus) characterised 
by the dewlap and other features is what is denoted by the Word. — [In the 
Nydya-siitraf * Akrti* has been taken £is different from Jdtiy Class; it has 
been taken there in the sense of the shape or form that characterises a 
particular Class of things. In Mimamsa however, we find that / Akfti * is 
taken to be the same as *Jdti,' The Shlokavdrtlka-Akrti, Verse 3 clearly 
says that ‘ This class (jdti) itself has been called Akfti in the sense that 
the Individual is characterised (dkriyate) by it ’ : and Mandana Mishra also 
declares in his Anukramani that ‘ the word go denotes the Class.*] 

The Opponent asks— “Is this ‘Class’ something to he accomplished, or 
not ? ** [The real motive behind this question is that, if the class is some- 
thing to be accomplished, then its relation to the word cannot be eternal,] 
[The answer is that] Being actually perceived, it cannot be something 
yet to be accomplished ; as what is actually perceived is only an accom- 
plished entity, such as the necklace, the road-crossing, the dish, and so 
forth. 

‘ But this (notion of Glass) may be a mere illusion.’ 

That cannot be ; unless we find a conception set aside or negatived by 
a subsequent conception, we cannot regard it as an illusion, 

‘ As a matter of fact, we find such conceptions as series, group, forest 
(as single entities), — while in reality there are no such single entities apart 
from the component individuals [the series being nothing apart from the 
individual factors, the group being nothing apart from the individuals 
composing it, and the Forest being nothing apart from the trees. Similarly, 
the Class being nothing apart from the individuals composing it, the concep- 
tion of the “ Class ” must be a misconception, a mere illusion] ’. 

Not so ; you have put forward a most incoherent statement. By assert- 
ing that ‘ there is a conception of the Forest while in reality there is no such 
thing as forest’, do you mean to deny the validity of Perception (which 
provides us with a clear notion of the Forest as a real entity) ? If so, then 
you might as well say that ‘ the trees also do not exist’. In that case your 
view would be the same as that of the Bauddha Idealist (who denies the 
existence of all external objects); and this view we have already refuted. 
[So that what you have asserted does not lend support to your own theory 
that there is no such entity as Class], — Your assertion may be a complaint 
against the upholder of the Class, to the effect that “ (by positing a single 
entity) you vitiate another doctrine of yours, — inasmuch as (according 
to you) the notion of the ‘ Forest ’ (as a single entity) appears while in fact 
there is no such (single) entity as Forest [what really exists is only a large 
number of trees ; so that you have the notion of a single entity in reference 
to a plurality of trees; and this vitiates your doctrine” [Read for * pi sati', 
* pyasati ’, as read in Brhati] that it is only a single thing that can be con- 
ceived of as a single entity.] — ^If such is your meaning, then, it comes to 
this that being unable to refute the theory under discussion, you proceed 
to find fault with a totally different doctrine, and thereby render yourself 
open to a ‘ground of defeat’ (in discussion, by shifting your ground); 
specially as what you put forward does not establish anything. Because 
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the Siddh&ntin will retort — If the other doctrine becomes vitiated, let 
it be vitiated; what does it matter if that doctrine is vitiated or not 
vitiated ? [The rale regarding the use of the singular or the plural number 
is not meant to be absolute ; if then, it becomes vitiated by a .per- 
ceptible fact, it does not matter; merely on the strength of the said 
rule, we cannot deny a perceptible fact.] What does matter is whether 
you succeed in establishing your own doctrine or in refuting my doctrine 
(regarding the subject-matter under discussion, i.e. the existence of 
the Class), Merely because the Forest is not perceived apart from the 
trees, it does not follow that the Forest does not exist; if there is some 
other reason which gives rise to a notion against (i.e. sublative of the 
notion of) the existence of the Forest, then only can the notion of the Forest 
be regarded as false ; and then alone could we conclude that the Forest 
does not exist. [Even though in regard to the Forest and other things 
mentioned by you, such a sublative notion may appear, yet] in regard to 
such things as the Cow and the like (which we are discussing), we do not 
find our notion of ckiss being sublated. So that there is no analogy 
between the two cases (that of the Cow and that of the Forest), In regard 
to the Forest and other things also, if there is no sublative notion, we can- 
not say that they do not exist. — From all this it follows that the statement 
that you have made regarding the Series, the Forest (and the Group) is 
entirely incoherent (having no bearing on the discussion, in hand). 

The conclusion thus is that the assertion (of Jaimini) to the effect that 
‘the Class forms the denotation of the word’ (Sutra 1. 3. 33) is fully 
established. How the Class is denoted by the word we shall explain in detail 
later on (under 1. 3. 33). 

(3) [The third question is] — ‘‘ What is the relation (between the word 
and its denotation) ?” [This question is introduced with a view to discuss 
the eternality of words and of their relationship to their denotations — says 
Shlokavdrtika lOJ. 

The answer is that the relation between the word and its denotation is 
that on the word being cognised, what is denoted by it becomes cognised. 
[That is, the relation of Name and Named, as already stated above.] 

The opponent; — “We have already proved above that this relation is 
artificial ; hence we opine that a certain person created the relation of words 
with their denotations and then with a view to make use of the words, he 
composed the Vedas.” 

Our answer to this view is as follows ; — ^What we have asserted (regard- 
ing the relation between word and its denotation) is established by the fact 
that the said relation could never have been created by a human being. 

Question: — “But how do you know that the relation could not be 
created by a human being ? ” 

Answer : — It follows from the fact that there could not have been any 
persons to create the relations. 

Question : — “ Why could there be no creator of the relation ? ” 

Answer: — [No such creator can be admitted] because no such person 
can be cognised by means of Sense-perception, and the other means of 
cognition also are preceded by (based upon) Sense-perception. 
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** As the creator existed a long time bauik, it is only natural that he should 
be beyond the Sense-perception of men of the present clay,” 

Even if he had existed a long time back, it would not be impossible to 
reme.mber him. In the case of such (important) things as the Him&laya 
mountain and the like, it would be impossible to forget the creator, in the 
manner in which the builder of a wall, a garden and such things becomes 
forgotten. In the case of these latter things there are such causes (for the 
builder being forgotten) as the disappearance (of all idea) of the builder, 
due either to the disruption of his country or to the extinction of his family. 
In the case of words and their meanings on the other hand there is no total 
disappearance of persons making use of them. 

It might be argued that — ‘‘what men have to deal with is only the 
relation of words and meanings, and the matter oi the creator of the relation 
would have no interest to them, and hence paying no heed to it, they would 
forget him.” 

But this also is not possible. If there were a person who created the 
relation and started its use, he would surely be remembered at the time of 
using the word. A certain usage becomes possible only when there is an 
agreement between the creator and the adopter of the usage, — and not when 
there is disagreement between them. For instance, Panini (Sutra 1. 1. IJ is 
the creator or originator of the relation between the technical name *VrddhV 
and the letters ^ at-aich\ and a person making use of words independently 
of Panini, or one not accepting the work of Panini as authoritative, could 
never apprehend the word ‘ Vrddhi'* as standing for those letters. Similarly 
Pihgala being the originator of the connection between the technical name 
‘ ma ’ and three long syllables , to a person not acting according to Pihgala, or 
to one not accepting the work of Pihgala as authoritative, the letter ‘ ma * 
could never bring about the idea of a group of three long syllables. Thus it 
is that there is always an agreement between the originator and the adopter 
(of a usage). Consequently persons who would be making use of the Veda 
would surely remember the creator (or originator) of the relation of words 
and their usage. If one forgot the author of Panini’ s Sutra to the effect 
that ‘ the term Vrddhi stands for the letters At and Aich' (1. 1. 1), he could 
never make any sense out of the Sutra * V rddhiryasydchdmddistad wddham ’ 
[‘ That group of letters is called ‘ Vfddha ’ among the vowels wherein the 
first one is a Vfddhi, i.e. d or ai or aw] (Panini 1, 1. 73). 

For these reasons we conclude that no person created the relations (of 
words) and then for the purpose of making use of them, composed the 
Vedas. 

Even if the possibility of (the creator) being forgotten were there, we 
could not admit a creator of the relation unless there were proofs for it. 
For instance, even though it is possible for an existing thing to be not 
perceived, we do not merely on the ground of that possibility, admit the 
existence of the Hare’s Horn, because there is no proof of it. For this 
reason the relation between words and their meanings cannot be regarded as 
created by a person. 

[The opponent puts forward a proof of the creator of word- relations] — 
“We would deduce the existence of the creator of word -relations from 
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Presumption : As a matter of fact we do not find people comprehending the 
meaning of those words whose relation (to the meaning) has not been fixed. 
If people were to comprehend the meaning of such a word, they could 
comprehend the meaning of such words also as they might hear for 
the first time; as a matter of fact however they are not found to do 
so ; hence there must be a person who fixes (creates) the relations (of words 
and meanings).” 

This is not right. Because words are taught as accomplished entities 
(having the inherent power of denoting their meanings, — [This is what is 
meant by the term ‘ upadeshah * in sutra 6 — says Brhatl]. — If it were a 
fact that in the absence of a creator of word- relations, the meanings 
are never comprehended, then alone could we deduce a creator by presump- 
tion. In reality however, there is another way (in which the meanings of 
words are comprehended) ; for instance, we find that when older people are 
making use of words for their own purpose, the younger men who happen 
to hear those words are actually found to understand them ; these old 
people also, when they were young, understood the words as used by the 
older people at the time ; these latter also understood them from other 
older people ; and so on the process has gone on without any beginning 
in time. This is one possible explanation of the phenomenon (of the use 
and comprehension of words) ; — and the other explanation (proposed by 
the opponent) is that ** in the beginning there was no relation at all bet- 
ween a word and its meaning, subsequently some one set going the rela- 
tions.” — Now as between these two possible explanations, so long as the 
explanation based upon the usage of older people is available [and it is 
actually perceived in everyday life], it would not be right to presume a crea- 
tor of relations. Further the upholders of the * Usage Theory ’ point to 
a fact of direct perception (in proof of their theory), while the other party 
only presume a creator of relations ; and certainly Presumption has no force 
as against a fact of direct Perception. From all this it follows that there 
can be no creator of word- relations. 

* Avyatirlkashcha^ ‘it is infallible’, says the next term in sutra 6. 
It is found that just as the word ^ go' denotes the animal with the 
dewlap in one place, so does it also in the most inaccessible places; how 
could it be possible for the many creators of the word- relation to come 
together ? Certainly no single person could create a relation (that would 
receive such universal acceptance). For this reason also there can be no 
creator of word -relations. 

Another writer explains the phrase ‘ avyatirekashcha ’ in the following 
different manner: — There can be no point of time when the word-relation 
has been totally absent and when no word has been related to any mean- 
ing. — Why so ? — Because, if there were, then the act itself of creating the 
relation would not be possible ; for when the creator of the relation would 
proceed to create a relation, he could do so only by means of words ; and the 
question arises — who created the relations of the words that the said 
creator uses when creating the new relation ? If those were created by 
some other creator, then who created the relations of the words used by the 
older creator? And so on and so forth, there would be no end to this 
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-enquiry. Consequently, it has to be admitted that when a persoi;i would 
proceed to create new word- relations, he would make use of words whose 
relationships have come down through the usage of older people, and have 
not been created by any one. And when usage has to be admitted (at a 
<3ertain point), why should it be at all necessary to presume any crea- 
tor of word -relations at any point of time ? Thus it is clear that there can 
be no valid Presumption either (in support of a creator of word -relations). 

The opponent may ask — “ How is it possible for the younger people, to 
whom the word -relations are not known, to learn the meanings of words from 
the older people ? ” 

The answer to this is that the question of possibility cannot arise in 
regard to a directly perceived fact. Younger people are actually found to 
learn the meanings of words from older people ; and on the other hand, they 
are not found to have any such comprehension of a creator of word- 
relations. Hence the cases (of words and creators) do not stand on the 
same footing. 

The next phrase in autra (5) is — ‘ arthe anupalahdhZ (‘ regarding what is 
imperceptible^). — In regard to such imperceptible things as the Deity and the 
like [Right reading * devatddau'‘ supplied by the Brhatl], the creating of a 
name (expressive word) would be useless and also impossible. When a thing 
is known in its general form, and its particular forms are not known, then 
alone are names propounded in regard to these particular forms ; and in the 
case of such words as ‘ deity ’ and the like, no particular forms can be 
known ; as both the conditions are absent. For this reason also the rela- 
tion of the word with its meaning cannot be one created by any person. 

For this same reason [of not having its relation created by a person), 
the Word m^pramdnam" (‘a valid means of knowledge" (siitra 5), — * ana- 
peksatvdt" {* as it is independent") (sutra 5); that is to say, being such as 
described, the word does not need (for its validity) another person or 
another cognition. 

For all theso reasons we conclude that Dharma is what is indicxited by 
Ihe Vedic Injunction ; — and not what is indicated by anything else. 

The significance of the mention (in sutra 6) of the name ‘ Bddardyana " 
has already been explained above. 


[The Author now proceeds to answer the objections that have been 
urged by the Opponent against the trustworthy character of the Veda.] 

It has been argued above that “ Word (Injunction) cannot be the means 
(of knowing Dharma), as the result of the act is not found to appear at the 
time of its performance, and at the time that the result does appear the act 
is not there; consequently the word cannot be a means of right knoW; 
ledge ”. — Our answer to this is as follows : — It would be true that Word is 
not a means of right knowledge, if there were only five such valid means (in 
the shape of Sense -perception. Inference, Analogy, Presumption, and Non- 
apprehension) ; every means by which a right cognition is obtained is a 
means of right cognition ; — as a matter of fact, right cognition is obtained 
by means of word also; — therefore Word must be a means of right 
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knowledge, — in the same manner as Sense -perception is. If a certain thing is 
cognised by one means of cognition, it does not cease to be cognised if it is 
not cognised by another means of cognition [so that if the result of the act 
is cognised by means of the Vedic Word, it cannot be regarded as not cognised 
simply because that result is not cognised by other means of cognition]. 
Then again it is nowhere declared in the Veda that “ the reward of the act 
is obtained merely by the performance of the act ” ; all that is said is that 
‘‘the reward of the act is obtained”. — As for the argument that “at the 
time when the reward does appear, it is cognised by means of Sense-percep- 
tion and not by means of the Word ”, — this does not vitiate our position ; 
because at that time Sense -perception is one means of cognising the reward,, 
and Word also is the other means. 

The opponent has cited a passage from the Veda which asserts something 
contrary to a fact of direct perception, — the passage which says that “ the 
sacrificer equipped with the sacrificial implements proceeds straight to the 
heavenly regions”, where it is clearly the body that is spoken of (as 
proceeding to Heaven ; while as a matter of fact the body is burnt). — Our 
answer to this is that in fact that entity also to whom the body belongs is 
spoken of as “equipped with the sacrificial implements”, by reason of the 
connection of those implements with the body (to which the said entity is 
related). — The opponent asks — “ What is this other entity ? We do not know 
of any such entity (apart from the body) ”. — We infer the existence of such 
an entity through such acts as breathing and the like; so that the entity 
spoken of as “ equipped with the sacrificial implements ” is one who carried on 
such activities in the body as breathing in, breathing down, breathing out, 
winking, and so forth. — “ But it is the body itself that breathes in and 
breathes down.” — Not so ; breathing and the rest cannot belong to the same 
category as the properties of the body, because they do not continue to 
exist as long as the body lasts ; as a matter of fact we find that the proper- 
ties of the body, colour and the rest, continue to exist as long as the body 
is there ; on the other hand, breathing and the rest cease to exist even while 
the body is there. Then again. Pleasure, Pain, and such other feelings are 
cognised only by the person himself, while colour and other properties 
belonging to the body are perceived by other persons also. [This also shows 
that there are certain activities of the person which belong to an entity 
other than the body.] From this fact of there being certain properties which 
differ from the properties belonging to the body, the conclusion is that the 
entity spoken of as ‘ equipped with the sacrificial implements ’ is other than 
the body. 

The opponent asks — “ How is it known that there is an entity other 
than Pleasure and other Cognitions to whom these latter belong ? As a matter 
of fact, we do not see any form of such an entity apart from Pleasure and 
other Cognitions. This leads to the conclusion that the said entity is as non- 
existent as the Hare’s Horn. — If it be asked — ‘ To whom then do Pleasure 
and the rest belong ? ’ — our answer would be that they belong to no one. It 
is not necessary that whatever is perceived must be related to some one else ^ 
we recognise one thing a& * related ’ to another only when we actually perceive 
the things related, as also the relation itself ; When we see the moon or the 
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sun, we do not proceed to search the thing to which the moon or the sun 
belongs ; in fact, we recognise that they belong to no one. From this we 
conclude that there is no entity apart from Pleasure and the rest to whom 
these latter belong. — Then again, if it be absolutely necessary to assume an 
entity to whom every perceived thing is related, then, in the same manner, 
on perceiving the Self (soul), we should search for another relative to whom 
that Self would belong ; — and having found such another relative, we should 
search for yet another to whom this latter would belong ; and so on and on 
there would be no end to such assumptions. If (in order to save yourself 
from this unending series of assumptions) you would not assume a further 
relative after having assumed a relative at a certain stage, — and you would 
stop short at that, and feel satisfied, — then you can rest content with positing 
the ‘ Vijndmi' (Idea, Cognition) pure and simple and desist from all further 
asumptions.” 

Our answer to the above is as follows : — If there is no entity apart from 
the Cognition, then who is it that is spoken of as ‘he knows*? The 
entity spoken of by this phrase is the nominative agent of the act of 
cognising ; for the purpose of making this phrase give some sense, we should 
assume the existence of the Self distinct from the Cognition. 

Says the opponent: — “Let the Divinities (Read * devdh^) assume a 
meaning for the phrase if they regard it necessary to assume it ! [It ia 
beyond our power to do it]. As a matter of fact, there are many people 
upholding the existence of the Self who say ‘the Self exists’, who directly 
utter the word ‘ Self ’ ; and yet even these people do not succeed in assum- 
ing the existence of the Self ; how much less possible is it to assume its 
existence on the basis of the indirect expression ‘ he cognises ’ ? Hence 
we conclude that the assumption of the Self is not right.” 

Our answer is as follows: — It is through Desire that we perceive the 
Self. — “ How so ? ” — Desire appears only when the desired object is one that 
has been perceived before : for instance, we have no desire for those sweet 
fruits that grow to the North of the Meru mountains and which have never 
before been tasted by people like us. Nor does Desire appear in one person 
for an object that has been perceived by another person. And yet Desire 
does appear in a person for an object perceived by him on the previous day. 
From this we conclude that the person desiring and the person perceiving 
must be the same. If mere Cognition had been the perceived then, inas- 
much as that Cognition would have disappeared on the preceding day 
(when the object was perceived), how could there be! a Desire (for the same 
object) on the following day ? If, on the other hand, there is a cogniser 
apart from the Cognition, who is everlasting, then the person perceiving 
the object on one day would be the same as the one desiring it on the 
other day. The phenomenon of Desire would be impossible otherwise. 

Says the opponent : — “ In regard to what do we have the idea that it 
cannot he possible ? It is only in regard to what cannot be known by any 
means of right knowledge. Now, as a matter of faet, we do not know any- 
thing other than Cognition (Idea) ; and what we do not know we conclude 
to be non-existent, like the Hare’s Horns. Nor is it impossible to have 
Cognition without that unknown something ; because we actually have a direct 
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perception of the Cognition. That the Cognition has a momentary exist- 
ence, — that too is a fact directly perceived. And yet, even though we have 
no Cogniaer apart from the Cognition, — and even though the Cognition is not 
a lasting entity (as it has only a momentary existence), — it is not impossible 
for Desire to appear on the next day ; because we etctiially perceive the 
Desire so appearing. Nor have we found it always to be the case that the 
Cogniaer today is the same as the Desirer on the next day ; all that we have 
found is that in some cases what has been perceived by one man is deaired by 
another, while in other cases it is not so. In fact [there being nothing except 
an influx of series of Cognitions] what happens is that within the same series 
one (Cognition) desires what has been perceived by another (Cognition) ; but in 
case the two belong to two different series, one does not desire what has 
been perceived by another. From all this we conclude that there is no 
Self apart from Cognitions like Pleasure and the rest.” 

Our answer to the above is as follows ; — It is not possible that persons 
who do not remember (i.o. have an idea of) a thing should desire it ; nor is 
remembrance possible of what has not been perceived before ; hence it is 
impossible that there should be remembrance in what is a mere momentary 
Cognition (Idea). 

Says the opponent; — ‘‘The case of Remembrance is like that of 
Desire ; what is called ‘ remembrance ’ is either a Cognition similar to a 
previous Cognition, or a Cognition having a previous Cognition as its object 
[and the same is the case with Desire also]. Now (such being the nature of 
Remembrance and Desire) even if the seer (i.e. the Cognition of the previous 
day) has ceased to exist on the next day, it cannot be impossible (for the 
Remembrance or the Desire) to appear on that day [i.e. there is nothing incon- 
gruous in the appearance of a Cognition on the second day which is similar 
to, or has for its object, the preceding day’s Cognition] ; for the simple 
reason that we directly perceive that this does happen. What happens is 
that when a Cognition has been cognised by another Cognition, it is recalled 
by another Cognition occurring in the same series as the former apprehend- 
ing Cognition, — and not by a Cognition appearing in the series of another 
Cognition. — From all this we conclude that Cognitions are entirely Void (i.e. 
without any extraneous substratum in the shape of the Self). In support of 
this view we have the following Brahmana text also; — ‘ This pure Cognition 
which rising out of the elemental substances (of the body, at death) enters 
those same substances, and there is no consciousness after death.’ {Brhadd- 
rangaka-Upanisad, 4.5.13).” 

Our answer to the above is that it cannot be as set forth above ; as a 
matter of fact, it is only when one has seen a thing on one day that he has 
the notion (Remembrance) on the next day in the form *I have seen it’ > 
and this notion (of Recognition) appears only in the Self, not in anything 
^Ise ; as in the case of anything else, the entity that would have seen the thing 
on the previous day could be some one totally different (from the one recog- 
nising it on the second day). Hence it follows that there is something apart 
from Cognitions, and it is to this something that the term * I * is applied. 

Says the opponent: — “In several cases the term *1’ is applied figura- 
tively to entities other than the Self, — when, for instance, a man says * I 
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am the son\ ‘I am Devadatta’, ‘I am going’ [where the term ‘I* stands 
for the body — says the Shlokavdrtikctt Atmavdda 108].” 

Our answer to this is that we do not put forward the use of the term 
* I ’ as a reason for our conclusion (that there is a Self apart from the Cogni- 
tions) ; what we are pointing out (as the reason) is something different from 
the word ‘ I ’ ; what we are pointing out (as our reason) is the recognitive notion 
[The right reading is ‘ pratyahhijna'pratyayam ’ as found in Nydyaratndkaray 
p. 7 16] that we have to the effect that ‘ It was we that saw tins thing on one 
day, and it is we that remember it today ’ ; which shows that we recognise 
the fact that ‘ it is we that existed yesterday and it is the same we that exist 
today’; and the entities that existed yesterday and exist today 'also 
could not have ceased to exist. In support of this (view of an enduring 
Self) we have the Brahmana-text— Having declared that ‘ This same is the 
Self’, (Brhadd-Upa., 4. 6. 13, where the reading is slightly different), it goes 
on to say — * Being imperishable, it perisheth not ’ {Brhaddranyaka-Upanisad^ 
4. 6. 15); and again, ‘This Self is indestructible, not liable to disruption’ 
(Ibid., 4. 5. 15). — Cognition on the other hand is evanescent. — Hence we 
conclude that the Self (which is imperishable) must be something distinct 
from the Cognition which is evanescent. No one can hold the view that 
“ things are not as they are found to be, they are as they are not found to 
be.” For if that were so, then it would come to this that “the Hare 
does not exist, what does exist is the Hare’s Horn” ! — Nor again can the 
notion of ‘ I ’ be said to be an illusion ; because we do not find any subse- 
quent cognition sublative of that notion. 

From all this we conclude that there is a Self apart from Pleasure and 
other cognitions. And such being the case, it is this Self that has been 
spoken of in the Vedio text as * equipped with the sacrificial implements’. 

Says the opponent : — “ If there is a Gogniser distinct from the Cognition, 
then, leaving aside the Cognition, please point out the Gogniser — ‘ This and 
such is the Gogniser \ You cannot point out any such Cogniser. Hence we 
conclude that there is no Cogniser apart from the Cognition.'* 

Our answer to this is as follows : — ^As a matter of fact, the Cogniser is 
self-cognised, he cannot be perceived by another ; how then could he be 
pointed out to another ? Just as for instance, when a man with eyes himself 
sees a colour, but he cannot point it out to another who is blind, — and yet, 
simply because the Colour cannot be pointed out to another, it is not 
concluded that it does not exist; — in the same manner, a person cognises 
hia own Self, but cannot point it out to another person, for the simple 
reason that (like the blind man) this other person does not possess the 
capacity to perceive the said Self (of the former person) ; and yet this other 
person cognises his own Self, but not the Self of other persons. So that 
all individual Selves cognising themselves must exist, even though none 
of them cognises the other Selves, In support of this we have the following 
Brahmana-text — ‘ When speech ceases, what light does the Person possess ? 
He possesses the light of the Self, O king ’ (Shatapatha Bra-Madhyandina, 14, 
6, 4. 11, and Brhaddranyaka-Upanisad, Kdnva, 4. 3. 9 where the reading is 
slightly different). — ^In support also of the view that one Self is notappre* 
bended by another, we have the (Brahmana-text — ‘Being inapprehensible, 
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it is not apprehended’ Brhaddrai^yaka-Upaniaad, 3. 9. 26); what this 
means is that it is not apprehended by another ; — ‘ how so ? ’ — because 
the Self has been spoken of as ‘ self-luminous ’ in the text ‘ Herein the 
Person is self-luminous’ (Brhaddranyaka-Upanimd, 4. 3. 9) [which means 
that the Self is cognised by itself, not by another self]. — “ By what means 
then can one Self be explained to another ? ” — This means also has been 
indicated in the Brahmana-text itself — ‘He said that this Self is not 
this, not that' Brhadd-TJpa. 4. 23; — that is to say, it cannot be asserted 
that ‘ the Self has such and such a form ’ ; the method by which it can 
be indicated to another is by denying (i.e. rejecting) what the other per- 
son regards as Self ; that is, if the other person regards the Body as the 
Self, he is taught that ‘ the Body is not the Self, the Self is something 
different from the Body’, — where the teaching of the Self is done by deny- 
ing the Body. Similarly the Life-breath and such other things not being 
the Self, the Self is taught by means of the denial of these as being 
something different from the Self. Similarly the Pleasure and other 
Cognitions of one person are inferred by another through certain signs, and 
by declaring that ‘these are not the Self’, the Self is taught as being 
something different from them. Lastly, that ‘ the Person (or Self) is not 
different from one who perceives himself’ is also inferred from the activ- 
ities of the person himself: for instance, we find that when on one day a 
man has left an action half-done, he tries to make up for it and complete it 
on the next day ; and from this action it is inferred that the Person regards 
himself as enduring (lasting) in relation to things (like actions) that are 
evanescent. [Or, on the basis of the evanescent activities one comes 
to cognise the enduring Self.] 

Further, through Analogy also this same Self is pointed out, in the 
words — ‘ Just as you perceive your own Self, so on the same analogy, please 
understand that I also perceive the Self in the same manner.’ There are 
several such indications through Analogy ; as for instance, a man indicating 
his suffering to another, says — ‘ It is as if I were being burnt’, ‘ It is as if I 
were being tortured’, ‘It is as if I were being hampered.’ — Thus on the 
ground of this self-realisation, it is concluded that there is a Person (Self) 
distinct from Cognition. 

It has been urged by the Opponent above — “ Leaving aside Cognition 
please point out the Cognlser apart from the Cognition," — Our answer to 
this is that when you leave aside the means itself, how can the end be 
attained without the means ? The only means of knowing things is to 
realise that ‘ everything is as it is cognised to be ’. For instance, what is 
‘ white’? — It is that in which there is whiteness; i.e. that to which the term 
‘ white ’ is applied. — To what is the term ‘ white ’ applied ? — It is applied to 
that which is cognised (understood) whenever the term ‘ white ’ is uttered. — 
From this it will be seen that if we ‘ leave aside Cognition ’ (as suggested in 
your argument), we cannot indicate anything at all [as things can be indi- 
cated only as they are cognised].— -r£hexi again, there is no such hard and fast 
rule as that the object of cognition is cognised only when the Cognition itself 
is cognised ; the object is actually cognised even when the Cognition is not 
cognised; for instance, Cognition is not amenable to Sense-perception, while 
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the object known is amenable to it. This we have already explained above 
{Text, p. 9, 1. 15, where it is shown that the form of the Cognition is not the 
same as that of the cognised object], — So that if anything has to be ‘ left 
aside’ (denied), Cognition itself might as well be left aside, — not objects. 
This also we have already explained {Text, p. 10, 1. 4). 

Thus we conclude that there is an everlasting Person apart from 
Pleasure and other cognitions. 

The Opponent has quoted a text (from the Brhaddranyaka-Upanisad) 
speaking of the Cognition arising out of the elemental substances and 
entering the same, etc. — Our answer to this is as follows : — As a matter of 
fact, after this passage had been addressed by Yajnavalkya to Maitreyi, the 
latter complained of the teaching, saying ‘ Hereby your Reverence has led 
me into delusion ’ (Shatapatha-Brd-Mddhya. 14. 7. 3. 14), and in meeting 
this complaint, Yajnavalkya, repudiating all desire to delude her, has 
concluded by saying — ‘ I am not talking delusion ; in reality this Self is 
indestructible, not liable to disruption ; but It does come into contact with 
perishable things (like the Sense-organs, Merit, Demerit, and the like)’ 
(Shatapaiha-Brd’Mddhya. 14. 7. 3. 15) ; from the whole context it is clear 
that the view of the Upanisad is not that Cognition is the only entity. Thus 
there is a great difference [between your view that there is no Self apart 
from the fleeting cognitions, and the view adumbrated in the Upanisad text 
quoted by you and taken along with its whole context]. 

Lastly, the Opponent has argued that the verb ‘ goes ’ (in the text ‘ the 
Sacrificer equipped with the sacrificial implements goes straight to the 
heavenly region’) is not injunctive. — The particular word may not be 
injunctive ; but it could very well be reiterative of the injunction contained 
in such texts as ‘Desiring heaven one should perform sacrifices \ So that 
there is nothing incongruous (in the non-in junctive character of the verb 
goes’). 



Adhikaraija (6) : Eternality of Words. 

SOTRA (6). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A] — “W ord is a product (non-eternal), because it is 

SEEN TO FOLLOW (AFTER EFFORT)”, — SO SAY SOME PEOPLE. 

BhJasya. 

Says the Opponent : — “ It has been said above that the relation between 
the Word and its Meaning is eternal. But this is not possible, — because 
Word itself is not eternal. Word is often found to be destroyed, so that 
when it comes to be produced (uttered) again, its relation (to its meaning) 
cannot but be artificial (newly made). Then again, no one ever compre- 
hends the meaning of a Word heard for thelfirst time. — ‘ But why should the 
Word itself be regarded as non-eternal ? ’ — Because as a matter of fact, it is 
seen to follow after effort ; finding that there is an invariable concomitance 
(between the appearance of the Word and human effort, the Word appear- 
ing only when there is human effort) we infer that the word * is produced ’ 
by the effort.— * It may be that the effort only manifests the (already 
existing) Word’. — We say that it cannot be so ; because there is nothing to 
prove that the Word existed before the said manifestation; and it is only 
vhat already exists — never what is non-existent — that is manifested. ” 

SUTRA (7). 

[PITrvapak^a continued^ — “Because it does not persist.” 

Bhdsya. 

“When the Word is uttered, we do not find it to persist even for a 
moment ; from which we conclude that ‘ it has been destroyed — It might 
be urged that ‘ the Word though there, is not perceived (when you feel that 
it is destroyed) ’. — This cannot be, — because as a matter of fact, the Word ia 
not perceived even when there are no causes of its non-perception in the 
shape of obstruction and the like. — Nor can it be urged that [the Word 
is not perceived because] it has not reached the substratum (where it could 
be perceived) ; — because its substratum is the Akdsha (which is all-pervading, 
hence it is never possible for the Word not to reach its substratum) ; and yet 
it is not perceived even in our ear-cavity (to say nothing of Akdsha in 
general).” 

SOTRA (8). 

[P(Trvapaksa continued ^ — “Also, because of the term ‘to 
make’ (karoti) [being used in connection with 
Words].” 

Bhasya. 

“ Further, in practice people make use of such expressions as ‘ make 
(kuru, utter) the word ‘ do not make the word ’ : and yet they do not fee) 
that they are referring to the same word (that has been in existence).” 
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SOTRA (9). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — ‘'Also because there is simultaneity 
(of the perception of the Word) in diverse places.’* 

Bhdsya, 

“ As a matter of fact, we hear a Word (uttered) in several places; this 
could not be possible if the Word were only one and eternal. Unless there 
is something special there can be no plurality of what is eternal ; it is only 
in the case of (non-eternal) products, which are many, that on their being 
produced in several places, they come to be connected with those several 
places. For this reason also Word must be non-eternal.*' 

SUTRA (10). 

[PuRVAPAKSA continued] — “ Also because there are original 

FORMS AND MODIFICATIONS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In the case of such expressions as * dadhyatra we find that in the 
original form we had *i’ (at the end of the term ^dadhi*)^ and this 
becomes modified into ' ya* (by reason of its being conjoined with the follow- 
ing in *atra '); — such is the teaching (of grammarians). As a rule, 
whatever is liable to modification must be non-eternal. Further, there is 
some similarity (of sound) between ‘ i ’ and * ya\ which also shows that the 
one is the modification of the other.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[PuRVAPAKSA concluded] — “Further, there is an augmentation 
FOR THE WoRD(-SoUND), DUE TO THE MULTIPLICITY OF ITS 
PRODUCERS (speakers).” 


“ As a matter of fact, we find that when a Word is uttered by many 
persons, the sound heard is very loud. If the Word were only manifested 
(and not produced, by the utterance), then the sound heard would always 
be the same, whether it were uttered by many or fewer persons. From 
this we conclude that some portion of the Word is produced by each of the 
speakers, and it is by reason of the augmentation thus caused in the Word 
that a louder sound is heard.” 


SUTRA (12). 

[SiddhInta] — [Answer to Su. 6] — But the fact of being ‘ seen ’ 

IS EQUAL in both CASES. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle * tu\ ‘ but’, serves to reject the view set forth above. 

It has been urged (under Su. 6) that, “ inasmuch as Word is seen to 

3 
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appear after human effort, it must be regarded as artificial, produced”. — 
But if, by means of clear reasons, we are able to establish the etemality of 
the Word, then, on the strength of this notion of etemality, the right con- 
clusion would be that ‘ the Word is manifested (not produced) by human 
effort ’ ; that is to say, if, before being pronounced, the Word was not mani- 
fest, it becomes manifested by the effort (of pronouncing). Thus it is found 
that the fact of Word being ‘seen after effort’ is equally compatible with 
both views. 

SOTRA (13). 

\An8wtr to Su, 7] — What happens (when the Word ceases to be 
heard) is that there is no perception of the extant (word) 
ON account of the non-reaching of the object (by the 
manifesting agency). 

Bhdsya. 

The second reason put forward in the Purvapaksa is that “Word is 
destroyed (ceases to exist) as soon as it is uttered — Here also, if we are 
able to clearly establish the etemality of Word, then, — if we find that the 
W ord is perceived at one time and not perceived at another, — we shall, on 
the strength of the said well-established notion of etemality, assume 
that there must be some cause which brings about the perception of 
the Word [and the absence of which leads to the non-perception of the 
Word]. And since we find that there is perception of the Word only when 
there are certain conjunctions and disjunctions (in the shape of sound- 
waves), we shall conclude that these ‘Conjunctions and Disjunctions* are 
what manifest (render perceptible) the Word. — It might be urged that — “ In 
reality the Word is heard after the Conjunctions and Disjunctions have 
ceased [so that these could not be the cause of the manifestation] — But it 
is not so ; in fact, the ‘ Conjunctions and Disjunctions ’ do not cease, — as is 
clear from the fact that the Word is actually heard ; all that happens is that 
the ‘ Conjunctions and Disjunctions ’ are not perceptible [that is all that you 
can say, you cannot.say that they have ceased to exist]. 

Says the Opponent : — “ If the Conjunctions and Disjunctions only mani- 
fest the Word, and do not produce it, — then the Word manifested by the Con- 
junctions and Disjunctions in Srughna would be heard by people in Patali- 
putra; because the substratum of the Word (sound) is Akasha and Akasha 
is one only, so that the Auditory Akasha in one place would be the same as 
that in other places. On the other hand, according to those who regard the 
Word as being produced (and not manifested), the Conjunctions and Disjunc- 
tions, being aerial and subsisting in the air, would produce the word in the air 
itself ; just as the yarns produce the cloth in the yarns themselves ; and in 
this case it is only right that the Word is not heard in Pataliputra, being 
produced, as it is, in the air- waves in Srughna.— The Siddhantin might argue 
that also for one who holds that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions mani- 
fest (not produce) the Word, the said incongruity (of the Word uttered in 
Srughna being heard in Pataliputra) does not arise, because the Conjunctions 
artd Disjunctions operating in one place do not affect the ear-drum at a 
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distance, so that the auditory organ at a distance does not catch the word- 
sound that is manifested*. — But this is not so; [the Conjunctions and Dis- 
junctions can affect the ear-drum either by actually reaching it or without 
actually reaching it ; as a matter of fact however, as the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions originate in the source of the Sound, it is not possible for them 
to actually reach the ear ; the only alternative possible then, according to 
the Siddhantin, is that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions affect the ear with- 
out reaching it ; now] if the Conjunctions and Disjunctions could affect the 
ear without reaching it, then the ear placed near the source of the Sound 
would apprehend the Sound at the same time as the ear placed at a distance ; 
as a matter of fact however, they do not' hear it at the same time ; hence 
the conclusion is that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions do not affect the ear 
without reaching it. If (in order to escape from these difficulties) it be held 
that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions do not affect the ear at all, then the 
inevitable conclusion would be that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions have 
nothing to do with the apprehension of the Word (Sound).” 

[Our answer to the above is as follows] — It is not so ; what happens is 
that the air-particles disturbed by the (sound-provoking) stroke strike against 
the stagnant air-particles and produce Conjunctions and Disjunctions (i.e. 
ripples) on all sides, which go on spreading as long as the momentum 
lasts; — the Conjunctions and Disjunctions (ripples) are not perceived, 
because the Air (of which they are ripples) is imperceptible; and as for the 
Sound, it is heard only so long and so far as the ripples do not ceetse, and 
after they have ceased, the sound is not heard. Thus there is no incon- 
gruity at all. It is for this same rea»son that the Sound is heard at a greater 
distance when the wind is favourable. 

SUTRA (14). 

[Answer to Su, 8] — The term refers to the using. 

Bhdsya. 

Another argument urged by the Opponent is that in practice, people 
make use of such expressions as * shabdarh kuru" (make the word-sound), 
and ^ shahdcLm md Jcdrslh' (do not make the word-sound). — But if it is 
beyond doubt that Word is eternal, then the meaning of these expressions 
would be * make use of the word ’ ; just as in the expression ‘ gomaydn kuru * 
(Make the Cowdung), the term * kuru^ (make) means collecting. 

SOTRA (15). 

[Answer to Su. 9] — The simultaneity is as in the case of the Sun. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been urged above (under Su. 9) that any single entity existing 
at one place cannot possibly be seen simultaneously at several places”. — 
Look at the Sun, O ‘ Loved of the Gods * (Fool) ! Being only one he is seen 
as if occupying several places. — “But how is it known that there is only 
one Sun ? ” — Our answer is that Devadatta, fsKsing the East in the morning, 
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sees the Sun at that time in front of himself ; another man standing to the 
right of Devadatta does not see two suns, one straight in front of himself 
and another oblique to himself but straight in front of Devadatta. From 
this it follows that there is only one Sun. — But in the case of the Sun, his 
exaot location is not grasped and hence there is delusion.” — In the same 
manner in the case of the Word also its exact location cannot be grasped. 

If the Auditory Organ apprehended the Word (sound) on getting at the 
place where the Conjunctions and Disjunctions are, — then it might be 
possible for us to apprehend the Word (sound) as occupying several points 
in space ; as a matter of fact however, the Auditory Organ does not get at 
the place of the Conjunctions (and Disjunctions); it is clearly perceived 
that the location of the Auditory Organ is in the Ear-drum. Then again, 
the Conjunctions and Disjunctions are in the Air which is imperceptible; 
hence when they appear in the Ear-drum, they are not perceived [and this 
gives rise to the illusion that the sound that is heard is at some other place, 
where the Conjunctions and Disjunctions started ; though in reality the 
sound that is heard is at the Ear-drum itself]. Thus there is no incongruity 
in our theory, and the idea that the Word occupies several places is 
illusory. Further, in reality, the locus of the Sound is Akdsha ; and Akdsha 
is one only ; for this reason also Sound cannot exist in several places. 

Lastly, when the form of the Word is one only, if there are various 
places (where the Word is heard), it is the pkices that would be diverse, not 
the Word itself. For this reason there is nothing incongruous even in the 
view [that Word -Sound is heard in several places], 

SUTRA (16). 

[Answer to Sit, 10] — It is a different letter, not a modification. 

Bhdsya, 

The expression ‘ dadhyatra ’ is not a case of modification of an original ; 
in fact the (resultant) *ya^ (in ‘ dhya') is a letter totally different from the 
(original) ‘ i ’ (in ‘ dhi'). People going to make use of the letter ^ ya' do not 
take up the letter ‘ i\ — in the manner in which people desiring to make 
a mat take up the reeds [where the reeds are the material which become 
modified into the mat]. Merely because we perceive some similarity 
(between two things), one is not called either the material cause (original) 
or the product (modification) of the other. For instance, on seeing a lump of 
curd and a lump of kunda flowers (both of which are white), we do not 
regard one as the original cause and the other as its product (or modifica- 
tion). — Thus the objection urged by the Opponent is not applicable to 
our doctrine. _ 

SUTRA (17). 

[Answer to 8u. 11] — The ‘augmentation’ spoken of is the 

AUGMENTATION OF THE NOISE (NOT OF THE WoRD). 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Opponent that “when several people are 
beating a drum or pronouncing a word, the soimd heard is very loud, which 
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shows that with each person (beating the drum or pronouncing the word) 
there is an augmentation of the particles of the Sound**. — But as a matter 
of faot, it is not so ; Sound has no parts, as is shown by the fact that we 
cannot perceive any component parts of Sound ; and as it is without parts, 
no augmentation of it is possible. Hence there can be no augmentation of the 
Word (sound). What happens is that when the Word is pronounced by one 
man, its sound is soft ; but when it is pronounced by several persons, those 
same letters (which had sounded soft), on account of being taken up 
continuously by such Conjunctions and Disjunctions (ripples) as fill all the 
space in the Ear-cavity, come to be heard as ‘ augmented ’ , and hence as 
having parts. As a matter of fact, however, when the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions continuously set up render the (same) Word manifest, they 
come to be called by the name ‘ noise *. Hence the ‘ augmentation * (spoken 
of by the Opponent) is of the noise, not of the Word. 


SOTRA (18). 

[Final Siddhdnta]—!^ fact (the Word) must be Eternal ; as (its) 

UTTERANCE IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF ANOTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

The Word must be eternal ; — why ? — * because its utterance is for the 
purpose of another ’. The term ‘ darshana ' stands for utterance; this utter- 
ance is ‘for the purpose of another*, i.e. for the purpose of making known 
the meaning to ‘ another *. If the word ceased to exist as soon eis uttered, 
then no one could speak of (make known) any thing to others; and in that 
case the word could not be uttered for the purpose of another. On the 
other hand, if the word does not cease to exist, then it is only right that on 
hearing the word many times, there is comprehension of its meaning. — It 
might be argued that — ** the comprehension of the meaning (of one evanescent 
word) is due to its being similar to another word which had expressed a 
meaning (which has ceased to exist after utterance) [and the two words 
are not the same as presupposed by the Siddhantin].** — But (according to the 
opponent) no word could have expressed its meaning, each word being 
equally new (disappearing as soon as uttered, without expressing any mean- 
ing). — “ But there may be some previous individual word whose connection 
with the meaning might have been created [and the similarity to this word 
would enable the subsequent words to express that same meaning].’* — This 
(creation of the connection of a new word with its meaning) has been already 
explained by us (to be impossible) [in the section on the Relation of words to 
Meanings under Sutra 6 — says the Shlokavdrtika — Chap, on Eternality of 
Words, 265]. Further, if a cognition (of the meaning of a word) were based 
merely upon the similarity (of that word to a previous denotative word), 
then, there would always be a chance of its being mistaken and hence liable 
to sublation ; for instance, the words ‘ mala * (garland) and * shdid * (house) 
being similar (in sound) one might derive the notion of the garland from the 
word ‘ shdid ’ [Read ‘ shdid ’ for ‘ mdld *], and such a notion would certainly 
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be a mistaken one (and hence liable to sublation ). — ** But (this need not be 
so in all cases ; for instance) the notion of the animal with the dewlap having 
been derived from the word * gdvV (through its similarity to the word 
* gauy which denotes the said animal), that notion is not sublated; the 
same may be true with the case in question [e.g. the notion of the jar 
may be derived from the word ‘ ghata ’ heard by a person today through 
its similarity to another word ‘ ghata ’ which he had heard on a previous day 
as denoting the jar: and certainly there would be nothing wrong in this 
notion and it would not be sublated].” — This is not right; in the case of the 
(corrupt) word * gdvl the speaker really wishes to make use of the correct 
form ‘ gauk ’ [and it is through incapacit}^ or ignorance that he uses the corrupt 
form * gav% \ so that if one understands this corrupt word as denoting the 
animal denoted by that correct form, that too must be due to incapacity 
and ignorance and hence liable to be mistaken, — says the Shlokavdrtika, 
Chap, on * Eternality of Words ', 276-277] ; while in the case in question [where 
the same form * gduh ’ is repeated], there is no desire to use any other form 
[and the comprehension of the object denoted therefore cannot be due to 
similarity.] — Further, it is not possible that the single act of utterance 
should bring about the use of the word itself and also create its relation to 
its denotation. [Each time that the word * go^ is used, if it were a new 
word, only similar to the word ‘ go ’ used before, then it would mean 
that whenever the word is uttered, it produces two things : (1) the use of the 
new word and (2) the connection of this new word with the thing denoted 
by it ; and this is not right.] 

For these reasons, we conclude that ‘ its utterance being for the purpose 
of another, the word must be eternal’. 


SUTRA (19). 

There is simultaneity throughout. 

Bhdsya, 

Whenever the word * go ^ {* cow ’) is uttered, there is a notion of all cows 
simultaneously. From this it follows that the word denotes the Class. And 
it is not possible to create the relation of the Word to a Class ; because in 
creating the relation, the creator would have to lay down the relation by 
pointing to the Class ; and without actually using the word ‘ go ’ (which he 
could not use before he has laid down its relation to its denotation), in 
what manner could he point to the distinct class denoted by the word *go\ 
— seeing that the body of the cow (which alone could be pointed to is the 
receptacle of ma>ny classes [such as ‘ Earth’, ‘Substance’, ‘Being’, ‘Tail’, 
and so forth — says the Shlokavdrtika, Chap, on ‘ Etemality of Words ’, 360] ? 
If, however, the word ‘ ’ is eternal, it is the same word that is uttered 

many times and has been previously heard also many times, as applied to 
other individual cows; and thus by a process of positive and negative con- 
comitance the word comes to be recognised as denoting the particular class . — 
For this reason also, the Word must be eternal 
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SCTRA (20). 

Because there is no number (in connection with a Word). 

Bhasya, 

People speak of the word * go ’ being 'pronounced eight times ; they never 
speak of the word ^ go^ itself being eight in number. — “What, if that is 
so ?” — The nse of such an expression shows that people recognise (the same 
word) ; [they argue as follows — ] ‘ we recognise the word as the same, — our 
perceptive organs are not defective, — others also recognise the Word as the 
same, — like ourselves, all persons recognising the Word as the same, would 
be prepared to assert that the Word is not different (but the same)*. — It 
might be held that “ though the words are actually different, yet people are 
deluded by their similarity and hence declare them to be one and the 
same word”. — This is not right, the notion that people have is not that ‘ this 
is similar \ but that ‘this is the same as that*; and further, the idea of 
sameness could be called a ‘delusion’ only if the difference among them 
were clearly perceived; as a matter of fact however, the idea that ‘this 
word go is other than that word go^ is not got at by direct perception, or 
by any other means of right cognition. 

The opponent might urge — “ Cognition and Action also (which are 
admitted by all to be ephemeral things) are recognised to be the same [(a) 
the cognition of the cow that one has today is recognised as the same cogni- 
tion of the cow that he had yesterday; and (h) the action of walking done 
today is recognised as the same action of walking that was done yesterday] : 
and so by your reasoning these two also should be eternal.” 

This does not affect our position; because these two are not directly 
perceived; if they were directly perceived, they also would be eternal. 
[This is an obscure passage. The Shlokavdrtika, Chap, on Eternality of 
Words, provides the most satisfactory explanation in Verses 390-394 : — ‘ We 
do not accept more Recognisability of the Word as proof of its Eternality ; 
all that we mear by citing the fact of Recognition is to show that the theory 
of the non-eternality of words is opposed to a fact of Sense -perception (Re- 
cognition), and not that eternality is inferred from Recognition. So that the 
objection urged by the opponent, — that on the same ground of Recognition, 
Cognitions and Actions also should be inferred to be eternal — is not re- 
levant. — But even to this irrelevant objection we have a suitable answer ; — 
‘ It is by Inference that people can get at the idea of the non-eternality of 
words, whereas their eternality is proved by the Perception of Recognition ; 
and naturally Inference is set aside by Perception ; in the case of Cognitions 
and Actions, on the other hand, their eternality is only inferred from their 
recognisability (their recognition not being a fact of perception) ; and their 
non-eternality is proved by Inference ; hence between these two there is no 
difference in the strength of their validity ’. — Another explanation suggested is 
that when Cognition and Action are said to be ‘ not perceptible ’, what is 
meant is that they are ‘ not perceived * by the Auditory Organ. Further, only 
those actions are spoken of here as ‘ not perceptible ’ as belong to supersen- 
suous things; and as regards Cognitions, that these are imperceptible 
has been explained tmder ‘ Shunyavdda. ’ Those actions that belong to 
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perceptible things are accepted by us to be eternal, like Letters and Words, 
on the ground of Recognition, etc., etc.] 

Says the Opponent: — “The Word pronounced yesterday has ceased to 
exist; so that the Word pronounced today must be a different word”. 

Certainly the word pronounced yesterday has not ceased to exist; for 
the simple reason that we perceive it again ; when people see an object, and 
failing to see it for a moment, see it again and recognise it to be the same 
as seen before, they never think that the object had ceased to exist. If 
they were to think so, then, on seeing their mother or wife or father a 
second time, they would not believe them (to be the same). Simply on not 
perceiving a thing people do not regard it as non-existent^ and do not assume 
that it has ceased to exist. It is only when a thing is not found to be 
cognisable by any means of cognition that we regard it as non-existent. So 
that when there is Sense -perception available as the means of cognising a 
certain thing, that thing could not be regarded as not cognisable by any 
means of cognition. When again a certain thing has been unmistakably 
found to be existing, its existence cannot be denied ; and so long as the 
thing is not actually found to be non-existent, the notion of its being existent 
cannot be regarded as wrong. Now in the case in question, the non-existence 
(of the word) has not been proved. Hence the notion (of the continued 
existence of the Word) not being wrong, there can be no non-existence (of the 
Word). All this is proved seriatim. From this it also follows that oven in 
the case of a word not pronounced before, if people do not perceive it, they 
cannot assume that it has ceased to exist. For instance, when people, go- 
ing out of the house, do not see all their family -members, but on returning 
see them again, they do not regard them as having ceased to exist before the 
said return. In the same manner people cannot regard the Word (heard 
today) to be other (than the same word heard yesterday). 

Even those people who regard all things as undergoing destruction 
every moment, cannot say the same with regard to the Word ; because in 
regard to other things they hold the said view because they find the things 
perishing in the end, — while in the case of the Word there is no end, nor is it 
found to perish. 

Lastly, the notion that ‘ this (what I hear today) is the same as that 
(heard by me yesterday) ’ is got at by Perception, while the notion that ‘ it is 
similar to it ’ is got at by Inference ; and no Inference can appear against 
Perception, nor can it establish its object. 

From all this it follows that Word is eternal. 

SUTRA (21). 

Because it is not dependent. 


Even in the case of things whose actual production has not been 
perceived, some of them are regarded as non-eternal, in whose case we find 
that there are causes tending to destroy them. For instance, when one sees 
a piece of new cloth which he has not seen being woven, — and yet on 
merely seeing its form, he understands that it is perishable, — seeing that it 
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has been produced by the conglomeration of the yarns, and as such, it must 
perish on the destruction of that conglomeration of the yeims, or on the 
destruction of the yams themselves. — ^In the C6ise of the Word, however, we 
do not perceive any material cause, on the destruction whereof the Word 
itself would be regarded as ceasing to exist. 

SUTRA (22). 

Also because there is ko idea of the connection (of the 
Word, with any material cause). 

Bhasya. 

This Sutra has to be construed as following upon a few words, such as 
the following (emanating from the Opponent) — “The Word may be the 
product of Air: in fact it is Air which, through certain conjunctions and 
disjunctions, becomes the Word. The author of the Shiksd also has declared 
that * Air takes the form of Word 

[It is in answer to this that we liave the Sutra.] — It cannot be so ; if 
the Word were the product of Air, then it could only be Air in a particular 
shape. As a matter of fact, however, we do not recognise any particle of 
Air in the constitution of the Word, in the manner in which we recognise the 
particles of yarn in the constitution of the Cloth. Therefore the Word can- 
not be a product of Air. If the Word were a product of Air, then we could 
perceive it with our tactile organ (as we perceive Air) ; and yet we do not 
feel by touch any air-particles in the Word. Hence Word cannot be a 
product of Air. Therefore it must be eternal. 

StJTRA (23). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

BMsya, 

We also actually find a Vedic text indicating the eternality of Word — 
e.g. * By means of Word which is eternal, etc.’ Though this text relates to 
a different topic, yet it reiterates the eternality of the Word. 

From all this we conclude that Word is eternal. 



Adhikarana (7) : Expressiveness of Sentences (in the Veda). 

SUTRA (24). 

[Purvapak8a\ — ‘‘ Even though they (word, tts meaning, and the 

RELATION BETWEEN THE TWO) BE ETERNAL, THEY COULD 
NOT BE EXPRESSIVE OF THE VeDIC SuBJECT-MATTER 
(of the Vedic Injunction, Dharma) ; because 

THEY ARE NOT EFFICIENT FOR THAT 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhasya, 

[It has been established that Words, their meanings, and the Relation 
between them are inborn, eternal ; but so far nothing has been said regard- 
ing Sentences ; and as the Vedic Injunction, which is the sole means of 
knowing Diiarma, is always in the form of Sentence, — until the same fact is 
established regarding Sentences, the validity of the Injunction as a moans of 
knowing Dhartna remains doubtful. Hence the Author now proceeds to 
deal with the nature of the Sentence and its meaning]. 

Purvapaksa, 

Says the Purvapaksin — Even though the Word, its Meaning and the 
Relation between the two be inborn, — i.e. eternal, — yet it cannot be true 
that ‘ Dharma is that which is indicated by the Vedic Injunction as con- 
ducive to the highest good.’ The Injunction must be a sentence (not a 
Word)\ and in the injunction ‘one desiring heaven should perform the 
A(jnihotra ’, there is not a single Word which expresses the idea that ‘ heaven 
results from the performance of the Agnihotra' ; this idea is comprehended 
only from all the three words (a) ‘ Agnihotram' — (6) ^ juhuydt ’ — (c) ‘ svarga- 
kdmali\ [(c) ‘one desiring heaven — (6) should 2)erform — (a) the Agnihotra"']; 
and there is no fourth word apart from the group of the said three words; — 
no such group of words however is met with in common parlance, on the 
basis of which usage the meaning of the group could be deduced. Every 
single word of the group is used (in common parlance), and the meanings of 
these words are eternal ; but the group as such is never used in common 
parlance; hence the meaning of this grotip (not being eternal) must be 
either artificial (created) or illusory. 

“It cannot be that the meanings of the (component) words themselves 
form the meaning of the (composite) group (sentence). Because (according to 
the Siddhdntin himself) the Word denotes the Universal (Class), while the 
Sentence refers to the Particular (Individual) ; and the Universalis something 
quite different from the Particular. — Nor would it be right to assert that 
‘ the meaning of the sentence is deduced from the meaning of the (compo- 
nent) words ’ ; because there is no connection between the two ; and when 
there is no connection between them, — if it were possible that the compre- 
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hension of the meaning of some one word would lead to the comprehension 
of some totally different meaning* — then it might be (as well) possible to 
comprehend everything from the comprehension of one thing. No such 
thing however ever takes place. Hence we conclude that the meaning 
of the Sentence must be distinct (from the meaning of the words). 

“ The following might be urged by the other party — ‘ Even from a 
sentence that has not been used before, and (hence) with regard to which no 
connection with any meaning has been established, — the comprehension of a 
meaning might be obtained by virtue of the nature of the sentence itself. — 
The Purvapalcain might urge that in that case the W^ord would go against its 
own nature; as it is not in the nature of the Word that the meaning is 
comprehended even from an unused w'ord ; in fact people never comprehend 
any meaning from the word heard for the first time. — The answer to this would 
be that what is set forth here (that no meaning is comprehended from an 
unused word) is a characteristic of the Word, not of the Sentence \ because 
people are actually found to comprehend the meaning of a sentence which 
they have heard for the first time.’ 

“ To this the answer (of the Vurrapnlsin) is as follows: — This cannot 
be; if people were to comprehend the meaning of a sentence heard for the 
first time, then all men would comprehend it, — those knowing the mean- 
ings of the component words, as also those not knowing them. As a matter 
of fact, however, those not knowing the meanings of the component words 
never comprehend the meaning of the sentence. Hence what has been 
urged by the other party is not possible. 

'‘The other party retorts — ‘ Even when the meaning of the sentence is 
comprehended by those knowing the meaning of the component words, the 
relation between the Sentence and its meaning must be one that is not artificial 
(created) ; and like the moaning of the Word, the meaning of the sentence 
also could bo comprehended only by those who would be conversant with 
that (inborn) relation; just as the meaning of a word heard a second time 
is comprehended only by those who had heard and comprehended it before.’ 

“ To this our (Purmpak'sin\s) answer is — No ; in the ca.se of the sentence, 
if the last letter, along with the impressions left by the preceding letters, 
serves to express a meaning other than that of the words (composing the 
sentence), — then this process could not be held to be helped in any way by 
the knowledge of the meaning of the component words. [Bead ‘ tadd na ’ 
for ‘ taddnlm''] — From all this it follows that the cognition of the meaning 
of the sentence must })e either artificial or illusory, — and that the knowledge 
of the meaning of the sentence cannot be got at through the meaning of the 
component words. 

“ The other party argues — ‘ The process would be as follows : — The mean- 
ing of the sentence [e.g. shnklo gauh, white cow, or krsno'shvah, black 
horse] is comprehended when the word ‘ white ’ or ‘ black ’ — which denote 
the particular — happens to be near the word ‘ cow ’ or ‘ horse ’ — which denote 
the universaV 

“But this cannot be; when, as a matter of fact, the word ‘cow’ or 
‘ horse’, which denotes the Universal, brings about the notion of all cows or 
all horses, by direct denotation, — that notion could not be withdrawn from 
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any one of those cows or horses, under the influence of the Sentence, Nor 
does any such word as 'white*, which denotes the Particular ^ express any 
such idea as ‘the exclusion of the Black and others’. Nor can we assume 
the meaning of a word simply for the purpose of avoiding the contingency 
of its becoming meaningless. — Thus also the meaning of the Sentence cannot 
be due to the meanings of the Words; it must be artificial. Specially 
as sentences are only groups of words, and groupings of words are found to 
be made by man, in the form of such sentences as — ‘ The sweet- voiced 
swans moving about amidst clusters of blue lotuses, appear as if dancing 
[read * pranrtyanti' for * pranashyanti^'i with their bodies covered with blue 
silk ’. From this it also follows that the Vedic Sentences also are created 
(not eternal, and hence not valid means of knowing Dharma),'* 

SUTRA (25). 

[Answer to the Purvapaksa arguments^ — [In the sentence] there is 

ONLY A PREDICATION (OR MENTION) OF WORDS WITH DEFINITE 
DENOTATIONS ALONG WITH A WORD DENOTING AN ACTION ; 

AS THE MEANING (OF THE SENTENCE) IS BASED 
UPON THAT (i.e. THE MEANING OF THE WORDS). 

Bhasya, 

In the sentence there is a predication — or mention — of such words as 
are tied to their denotations — along with a word denoting an action. Hence 
the Sentence can never be said to have any separate meaning independently 
of the meanings of the words composing it ; — why ? — because there is no 
proof for it ; there is no valid means of knowledge whereby we could have 
any cognition (of the independent meaning of sentences). Even the last 
letter of the sentence along with the impressions left by the previous letters 
has no power, independently of the meanings of the component words, to 
express any meaning totally different from what is expressed by those 
words. 

Says the Opponent; — “But there is Presumption (of the sentence 
having the power to express an independent meaning) : for instance, as 
a matter of fact, we do comprehend a meaning of the Sentence which is 
different from the meaning of the words ; and this comprehension could not 
be possible unless the sentence had the requisite power, 

This is not right; as the meaning (of the sentence) is based upon that (i,e, 
the meaning of words). The Presumption (put forward by the Opponent) 
would be possible, if, in the absence of the said Power, there were no other 
basis available ; as a matter of fact however, such other basis is available — 
what ? — in the shape of the meanings of words. What happens is that each 
of the words (composing the sentence) ceases from activity after having 
expressed its meaning, — and the meanings of the words thus comprehended 
bring about the comprehension of the meaning of the sentence (as a whole). 

“ How ? ** ^When such words as ‘ white ’, ‘ black * and the like bring 

about the notion of the quality (of whiteness, blackness and the rest), they 
are quite capable of bringing about the notion also of the thing possessing 
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that quality ; it is for this reason that people desiring to bring about the 
notion of the thing possessing the quality make use of only the word 
denoting the quality, and thereby their desired object is attained, and the 
notion of the qualified thing is actually brought about ; — and it is this notion 
of the qualified thing that constitutes the meaning of the sentence. [This 
shows that the meaning of a word brings about the notion of a qualified 
thing ; and as what is expressed by the sentence is only a qualified thing, — viz. 
the meanings of words as qualified by one another, — it follows that the compre- 
hension of the meaning of the Sentence is derived from that of the meanings 
of words]. Such being the case, the meaning of the sentence is got at 
from something quite different (from t\ie Power of the Sentence, posited by the 
Purvapaksa), When too no actual ‘Power’ in the group of words (i.e. 
Sentence, apart from the component words) is perceived, who can dare 
to say that the presence of this Power is deducible from (presumed on 
the basis of) the Meaning (of the Sentence) ? [As such an assumption 
would involve a vicious circle. Meaning depending upon Power, and Power 
depending upon Meaning]. — Then again, whether one thing is separate 
or not from another is ascertained by positive and negative concomitance ; 
and in the case in question it is found that sometimes, by reason of some 
mental derangement (loss of memory), the meanings of the words uttered 
are not comprehended ; at such a time the meaning of the sentence 
(composed of those words) would never be comprehended only if the mean- 
ing of the sentence were not entirely separate from the meaning of the 
Words; — as a matter of fact, it is found that under the said circumstances, 
the meaning of the sentence is never comprehended. [It follows therefore 
that the meaning of the sentence is not entirely separate from the meaning 
of the component words]. — [Some people might argue that in the case 
cited, when the meaning of the words is not comprehended by reason of some 
mental derangement, the sentence also is not perceived ; so that the non- 
comprehension of the meaning of the sentence is due to the non-perception 
of the Sentence itself, and not to the non-comprehension of the meanings of 
the words. The answer to this is that] even in a case where the word 
‘white’ is not uttered, if one happens to have some idea of ‘whiteness’, 
he has also the idea of the thing possessed of the quality of whiteness [so 
that the idea of the qualified thing follows from the idea of the quality ; in the 
same manner the conception of the meaning of the sentence, which consists 
of the conception of the meanings of the words qualifying one another, 
follows from the conception of the meanings of the words ; for instance, 
when we see a white animal running at a distance and hear its neighing, 
and we have some notion of white horse and running, — there follows the 
notion ‘ the white horse is running ’, which is the meaning of the sentence ‘ the 
white horse is rurming’, even though no such sentence has been uttered. 
If the non-perception of the sentence were the cause of the non-comprehension 
of the meaning of the sentence, then in the case cited, there could be no 
comprehension of the meaning of the sentence ; as the sentence, not being 
uttered, has not been perceived]. — From all this it follows that the 
meaning of the sentence is comprehended only on the comprehension of the 
meanings of the component words; and it has no connection with (and does 
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not follow from) the group of words (Sentence, as something distinct from 
the Words). 

It has been argued above {Text, p. 33, 1. 17) that '' the direct denotation 
of the word (including all individuals) could not be withdrawn from any 
particular individuals simply in consideration of the sentence: [e.g. when 
the word ‘ Cow * denotes all cows, there can be no justification for restricting 
its denotation to any particular cow only because the word happens to 
appear in the sentence ‘the white cow .goes’.] — True, this is so. But we 
admit the qualified (restricted) denotation of the words as forming the mean- 
ing of the sentence, only where we find that the meaning of the W ord as used 
by itself serves no purpose and hence becomes useless, — and not in all 
cases; — our idea being that (if it can serve no useful purpose as the isolated 
meaning of the word) it may serve some purpose by being taken as the 
qualified meaning of the sentence. 

This same reasoning also sets aside the other objection that “ the Word 
(‘white’) does not denote the exclusion of other qualities"' (see Text, p. 33, 
1. 18). [That is, we can take the word as denoting the exclusion of other 
qualities if we find that, if not so taken, it becomes useless.] 

Further, the Accusative and other case -endings appearing at the end of 
a noun clearly indicate the rule that the denotation of the noun qualifies 
(and restricts) the signification of those endings; and this particular rule 
(that the Accusative ending appearing along with the word * gam" signifies 
the objective character as restricted to the cow) would set aside the general rule 
(that the Accusative ending signifies the objective character in general). 

Lastly, it has been urged (Text, p. 33, 1. 21) that “groups of words 
(sentences) are found to be composed by human beings”. — This has been 
refuted by us by such arguments as that people have no remembrance [idea 
of any human beings as the composers of Vedic sentences] (see Text, p. 16, 
1. 23). Further, we do not find among human beings any such capacity as 
would enable them to compose sentences on such (supersensuous) subjects (as 
Sacrifice, Heaven and the like). 

SUTRA (26). 

In regard to the ordinary (worldly) things, — inasmuch as 

THERE IS CONTACT (OF THE THING WITH THE ORGANS OF PERCEP- 
TION), — IT IS POSSIBLE FOR SENTENCES TO BE ACTUALLY 
COMPOSED IN USAGE. 

Bhdsya, 

[It has been shown that it is not possible for human beings to compose 
sentences dealing with supersensuous things.] In regard to the things of 
the world, it is possible (for men), after having actually perceived the 
things, to compose sentences speaking of these things, — such as ‘ the swans 
roaming among the clusters of blue lotuses, etc.’ (quoted by the Purvapak' 
§in). 

From all that has gone above we conclude that the connected idea that 
Heaven is attained by performing the Agnihotra is obtained out of just those 
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meanings (ideas) that are severally expressed by the words (a) * Svarga- 
kdmah" (Desiring Heaven), (6) *juhuydt" (one should offer), and (c) * Agni- 
hotram^ (the Agnihotra sacrifice); — the comprehension of the meanings of 
words being derived from Words^ and the meaning of the Sentence being 
derived from the meanings of the component words. 



Adhikarai^a (8) : The Veda is not the work of any Person. 

SUTRA (27). 

[Purvapahsa] — '‘Some people regard the Vedas to be modern, 

BECAUSE THEY ARE NAMED AFTER PERSONS.” 

Bhasya. 

Says the Purvapakain : — It has been declared above that ‘ Dharma is 
that which is indicated by the Vedic Injunction as conducive to the highest 
good’, because relation between Words and their meanings is not crea- 
ted by man. Our objections regarding Words and Sentences have been 
answered (by the Siddhdntln). We are now going to attack the Siddhdnta 
doctrine from another standpoint: What we say now is that the Vedic 
Injunctions themselves are the work of human beings ; that is, the Vedas 
belong to recent times, being composed in modern days : and as the Injunc- 
tions are all contained in the Vedas, — if the Vedas are the work of human 
authors, the Injunctions also must doubtless be the work of human authors. 
— The Siddhdntln may ask — ‘ On what grounds do some people regard the 
Vedas as composed (by man) ? ’ — The answer is — Because they are named after 
persona; €ts a matter of fact, we find that the Vedas are named after certain 
men,-— being named as * Kdfhaka' (composed by Kathaka), ^ Kaldpaka' 
(composed by Kaldpaka), * Paippaldda' (composed by Pippaldda), ' Mau- 
hula^ (composed by Muhula)^ and so forth. Such naming would not be 
possible unless the texts had some connection (with the persons whose name 
they bear) ; and the man can have no connection with a text except that he 
is the author and the text is his work. — * But the name might be due to 
the text having been expounded (not composed, by the person).’ — That can- 
not be, we reply ; the qualification of a thing is always such as is peculiar to 
that thing itself ; and it is only the author that can be one only for a text, 
the expounders might be many [so that the distinguishing name could not 
be based upon those expounding it; as in that case there would be no reason 
for the text being named after any oyie of the expounders]. — From all this 
we conclude that there must have been an author of the Vedic Injunctions, 
even though we do not remember (have no idea of) him. And therefore ‘ the 
Dharma indicated by the Vedic Injunction’ cannot be accepted as authori- 
tative.” 

SOTRA (28). 

[PQrvapaksa concluded] — “ Also because we find Ephemeral 
THINGS (mentioned IN THE VeDA) ”. 

Bhasya, 

“ In the Veda we find several such things spoken of as are prone to birth 
and death ; for instance, we find such sentences as — ‘ Babara, the son of 
Pravahana, desired,’ (TaittL Sam, 7.1.20), ‘ Kusuruvinda, the son of Udda- 
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laka, desired \Taitti. Sam. 7. 2. 2), aad so forth. Now the ‘ son of Uddalaka ’ 
must be born of Uddalaka; and if so, the text speaking of him could not 
have existed before his birth. In this way also, the non-eternality (of the 
Veda) becomes established.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[Stddhanta] — It has already been explained that there is an 

UNBROKEN CONTINUITY OF THE TEXT. 

Bhasya. 

We have already explained that (under Su. 5) there is an unbroken tra- 
dition of the text among the students of the Veda [which proves that the 
Veda is eternal] ; all that we have to do here is to answer the objections 
(urged by the Purvaj^aksin) ; and this we are going to do in the following 
Sutras. 

SUTRA (30). 

The name is due to expoundtnc. 

Bhasya. 

It has been urged b}^ the Purvapaksin that such names of Vedic texts 
as ‘ Kdfhaka * and the like must be indicative of the author. — Our answer to 
this is as follows : — No such presumption (of the author) is justifiable ; as 
people might call a text by the name of one who is not the author at all ; it 
IS possible that all that Ka^ha and other persons (whose names are applied to 
certain Vedic texts) have done is such superior expounding of the text as has 
not been done by any one else ; and there are people who call texts by the 
names of such exceptional expounders. Then again, we are told that, while 
Vaishanpayana was a student of all the Vedic texts (of the Yajurvada)^ 
Katha taught only the one particular Recensional text (which is named 
after him), and among the many students of several Recensions, if any one 
man concentrates upon a single Recension and does not study any other 
Recension, he becomes an expert in that Recension, and as such it is only 
natural that he should be specially connected with that Recension which 
may be :distinguished (from other texts) by its connection with him. [So 
that the name of the text does not necessarily indicate an author.] 

SUTRA (31). 

In reality, there is only a similarity of sounds. 

Bhasya. 

The Purvapaksin has cited the term * pravafiani* (as a proper name 
occurring in the Veda, and hence proving that the Veda came after that 
person). — But this is not right. We do not know of any person of the name 
of ‘Pravdhana\ — hence the term * prdvdhani' cannot mean * the son of 
Pravdhana' ; in fact the prefix ^ pra' is well-known as signifying excellencef 
and the root ‘ vaha ’ as signifying the act of carrying ; and we do not know of 
the combination of these two (pra-vahana) as forming any common well- 
known word; — as regards the ‘i’ (in the term * prdvdhani'), it is known as 

4 
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signifying ‘ progeny * as well as ‘ agent of an action ’ ; — so that the term 
^ pravakani'* signifies * one who carries things in an excellent manner’ [aoid it 
cannot mean ‘ the son of PravahiTia as we do not know of any person of the 
name of * Pravdhana ’]. — As for the term ‘ habara it is only a word imitative 
of sound (produced by the blowing wind). — Thus the two words (‘ prdvdhani ’ 
and ^habara') only express the everlasting thing (the blowing wind ), — It is 
this that is meant by the words of the Sutra — ‘ There is only a similarity of 
sounds,^ 

SUTRA (32). 

On account of passages being correlated to actions, the pas- 
sages IN QUESTION WOULD BE OF USE IN REGARD TO AN ACT. 

Bhasya, 

Asks the Opponent — “ How do you know that all this (Veda) is not like 
the utterance of lunatics and children ? As a matter of fact, we find in it 
such sentences as * Trees sat at the sacrificial session’, ‘ Serpents sat at the 
sacrificial session’, ‘The old bull sings maddening songs’. Now, how could 
the ‘ old bull ’ sing ? How too could ‘ trees ’ or ‘ serpents ’ sit at sacrifices ? ’’ 

The answer to this is as follows: — As a rule we find the sentences 
occurring in the Veda laid down as mutually connected. — “How so?” — 
Having stated the word * Jyotistontah\ the term ‘should be performed’ 
is added ; — then the question arising as to the means of the performance — 
‘ by what is it to be performed ? ’ — the term ‘ by means of the Soma ’ is 
added ; — then arises the question, ‘ for what purpose ? ’ ; — and in answer 
there is the term ‘ for the purpose of attaining heaven ’ ; — then comes the 
question, ‘ in what manner ? ’ — and the answer is ‘ thus, by this process ’. 
Thus seeing that the entire passage affords an idea which is the sum total of 
what is expressed by each of the terms described above, — how could we say 
that it is like the utterance of a lunatic or a child ? 

“ But the statement that we find to the effect that ‘ Trees sat at the sacri- 
ficial session’ is clearly absurd.” 

It is not absurd. In the first place, even if this particular statement 
were absurd, that would not make all other statements — such as ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Agnihotra' — absurd. — But in reality, even 
such statements as ‘Trees sat at the sacrificial session’ are not absurd. 
They serve to eulogise the sacrificial session ; the sense being, ‘ even such 
inanimate things as trees performed this sacrifice, what to say of learned 
Brahmanas ? ’ Just as in common parlance we say ‘ At evening- time even 
animals do not graze, what to say of learned Brahmanas ? ’ — Further, the 
tea*ching in the Veda being found irreproachable, wholesome and definite, 
how could it ever be suspected to be like the utterance of lunatics and 
children ? 

For these reasons, it becomes established that ‘ Dharma is what is indi- 
cated by Vedic Injunctions as conducive to the highest good\ 


Thus ends Pdda I of Adhydya /, 
the Tarkapdda. 



PlDA IT. 

Authority of the Arthavdda, 

Adhikaraija (1): Authority of Arthavdda Passages 

in general. 

SOTRA (1). 

[Purvapaksa] — “The purpose of the Veda lying in the enjoin- 
ing OF ACTIONS, those PARTS OF THE VeDA WHICH DO NOT SERVE 
THAT PURPOSE ARE USELESS; IN THESE THEREFORE THE VeDA IS 
DECLARED TO BE NON-ETERNAL (UNRELIABLE).” 

Bhdsya. 

[Having established the authoritative character of the Veda, the Author 
now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, of the whole 
Veda, consisting of Vidhi (Injunction), Arthavdda (Valedictory Passages), 
Mantras and Names, each of these being considered separately with 
reference to its own specific use. — The use of Vidhi, Injunction, has been 
discussed fully in the preceding Pdda, where it has been shown that it is the 
only means of knowing Dharma. The present Sutra starts the consideration 
of the Arthavdda or Valedictory Passages.] 

The propounders of the scripture read (in the Veda) such passages as — 

(а) ‘ He wept {arodlt) ; — because he wept, Rudra came to be called Rudra * 
(Taittiriya-Samhitd 1-51), (6) ‘ Prajapati cut out his own fat’ (Taittirlya- 
Saihhitd 2. 1. 1), (c) ‘The deities, on coming to the sacrificial ground, did not 
know the directions’ {Taittiriya-Samhitd 6. 1. 5). — In connection with these, 
the question arises — Do these bring about the knowledge of any Dharma 
or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is stated as follows : — 

“ The propounders of the scripture quote texts only for the purpose of 
explaining in what manner an act is to be performed. Such being the case, 
if there are passages which do not indicate an act to be done, or some detail 
connected with the act, and which speak of only past events, — such for 
instance as ‘Rudra wept’, ‘Prajapati cut out the fat’, ‘the deities did not 
know the directions ’ and so forth, — of what Dharma could these bring about 
a knowledge? — It might be said that ‘some suitable meaning (tending to 
indicate an act to be done) might be got out of even such passages, by the 
several methods of indirect interpretation, — such as (a) supplying of ellipsis, 

(б) changing the forms of words, (c) connecting what is disconnected, 
(d) disconnecting what is connected, and (e) imputing a figurative meaning, 
[Examples of these methods are given in the Shlokavdrtika, Sutra 1, verses 
54-68]’. — Even if such a meaning could be assumed, what is the definite 
meaning that could be actually assumed ? It could only be the following : — (a) 

‘ Rudra wept, therefore other people also should weep ’, (5) ‘ Prajapati cut out 
his fat, therefore other people also should cutout their fat’, (c) ‘ At the time 
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of the sacrifice, the deities did not know the directions, therefore other people 
also should not know the directions. * — But none of these acts could be done : 
for instance, (a) when a man sheds tears either on account of separation from 
a loved person or by reason of being hurt, that action is called ‘ weeping * ; 
and certainly no one does this act voluntarily; — (6) nor can any one cut out 
his own fat, offer it into the fire, and with the hornless animal rising out 
of it, perform a sacrifice ; — (c) nor could people be voluntarily bewildered 
regarding the directions at the time of a sacrificial performance. — For these 
reasons we conclude that all these passages must be useless. — And because 
they are * useless' therefore they are described as ‘ non-eternal * ; which means 
that ‘ though (being contained in the Veda) they are eternal, yet they do not 
serve any eternal (lasting) purpose’. — This attack is aimed at a few of the 
sentences (in the Veda, i.e only Arthavddas), not against the entire body of 
Vedic texts. — ‘But if a portion of a number of mutually related words 
is rejected, they become defective and as such unable to serve their purpose ; 
consequently the rejection of a part must mean the rejection of the whole — 
Not so ; there are certain groups of words (sentences) which are capable of 
enjoining a certain act, even without any Arthavadas (Valedictory Passages) ; 
it is only such sentences as by reason of being connected with the Valedic- 
tory Passages, enjoin something quite different, that become rejected by the 
rejection of those Valedictory Passages”. 

SUTRA (2). 

[PCrvapaksa continued] — “ Also because thebe is contradiction 
OF THE SCRIPTURES AND OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVED FACTS ’’ 

Bhdsya, 

“There are such passages in the Veda as — (a) ‘The Mind is a thief’, 
‘ Speech is a liar ’ and so forth. These passages, containing mere descriptions 
of accomplished things, cannot serve as the means of knowing Dhar^na . — 
Even if some indirect meaning could be assumed by the indirect methods 
of interpretation, the only injunction of actions that could be derived from 
these would be — (a) that ‘ one should commit theft and that (h) * one should 
tell lies ’ ; and the acts thus enjoined cannot be performed without trans- 
gressing the prohibitions of stealing and of telling lies. Nor could the two 
(Stealing and Not-stealing, or Lying and Not-lying) be taken as optional 
alternatives ; as the two do not stand on the same footing : in the case of 
one (i.e. Stealing) the injunction is assumed (on the basis of the Arthavada 
‘ the mind is a thief’), while in that of the other (Not-stealing)^ we have the 
direct injunction (‘ thou shalt not steal ’). 

“ Then again, there is contradiction of directly perceived facts also : For 
example — ‘ During the day, it is only the smoke of the fire that is seen, not 
its flame, and during the night only the flame of the fire is seen, not the 
smoke’ (Taitti, Bra. 2. 1. 2) ; and in support of this statement we have the 
further assertion — ‘ The Fire going forth from this World enters the Sun, and 
during the night the Sun enters the Fire’. — Both these statements (of fire 
entering the Sun and the Sun entering the Fire) are contrary to perceptible 
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facts ; and hence cannot prove the aforesaid restrictive assertion (that * it is 
the smoke alone ’ or * the jlame alone' that is seen). 

‘‘ Another example of the contradiction of perceptible facts we have in 
the passage — ‘ We know not whether we are Brahmana.s or Non-Brahmanas ’ 
(Gopatha-Brdhmana 5. 21). In the first place this sentence, not laying down 
anything in regard to any action^ is useless. Secondly, if it actually means 
that ‘ we do not know whether we are Brahmanas or Non-Brahmanas ’, then 
it is contrary to a perceptible fact, and as such cannot be true. 

“ An example of the contradiction of what is stated in the scriptures we 
have in the passage — * Who knows whether one lives in the other world or 
not’ (Taittirlya-Samhitd 7. 2. 2 ; 6. 1. l).-^If it is a mere question, then, 
serving no purpose regarding any act, it is useless. If it expresses a real 
uncertainty, then it is contrary to what is declared in the Scriptures (regard- 
ing men going, after death, to regions other than the Earth). And thus 
being contrary to well- ascertained facts, the statement cannot be true.” 

SUTRA (3). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “Also because of the absence of 

RESULTS.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ With reference to the Gargatrirdtra Brdhmana, it is said * If one knows 
this, his face shines’ {Tandya Mahdbrdhrnami 20. 16. 6). If this is a mere 
statement of an accomplished fact, then it has no value. If it describes the 
result following from the reading of the particular text, then it is a descrip- 
tion of what does not exist (is not true). — * But the result may come at 
some future time ’. — There is no evidence for this. — ‘ The statement may be 
taken as an Injunction (of the result) ’. — But the sentence is not capable of 
being taken as an Injunction ; and further, it is going to be considered 
later on, under the Sutra * Dravyasamskdrakarmasu, etc.' (4. 3. 1), whether 
such passages as the one under consideration are Injunctions of results or 
Arthavdda [and the conclusion arrived at there is going to be that they are 
Arthavdda], In the present context all that we have to consider is whether 
the passage is a mere description of an established fact, or it lays down 
something helpful to an Action [and we have seen that as a description it is 
untrue, and it does not lay down anything in connection with any Action]. 

Another example of the same kind is the passage — ‘ If a man knows 
this, an extremely wealthy child is born among his progeny’. 

SOTRA (4). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “Because of the uselessness of other 

(ACTS).” 

Bhdsya, 

“There are the following three texts — (1) ‘ By pouring the Final Obla- 
tion one fulfils all desires’ {Taitti, Bra. 3. 8. 10) ; (2) * One who performs the 
Pashuhandha sacrifice wins all regions’; (3) ‘He passes beyond death, he 
passes beyond the sin of Brahmana-slaughter, who performs the Ashvamedha 



54 


SHABABA-BHA§YA : 


sacrifices, as also one who knows this’. — Now if these are mere descriptions 
of established facts, then they are useless. If they lay down the actual 
results following from the acts mentioned, then there is no use for any other 
acts. For instance, (a) until the Final Oblation has been already poured into 
the Fire, the Agnihotra and other acts are not completed [so that if all 
desires were to be fulfilled by the pouring of the Final Oblation, then there 
would be no need for performing the Agnihotra or any other act] ; — (b) simi- 
larly, until the Agnimmiya (which is a kind of Pashubandha) has been per- 
formed, the Soma-sacrifice is not completed [so that if all regions including 
heaven were actually won by the performance of the Pashubandha, there 
would be no need for the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, for the purpose 
of attaining heaven] ; — (c) similarly, until they have read the section deal- 
ing with the Ashvamedha, people do not perform the Ashvamedha Sacrifice 
[so that if immortality and freedom from sins were already attained by the 
mere knowledge of the Ashvamedha, there would be no need for performing the 
sacrifice]. So that the case of all this should be like the case where men 
seeking for honey would never leave the honey found on the Arka-^\e,rvt 
growing on the way and proceed further on to the mountain. To this end 
there is the popular saying — ‘If honey can be found on the Arka plant, 
wherefore should one go to the mountain ? which wise man would go on 
working after the desired object has been attained ? ’ 

SUTRA (5). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — ‘‘ Also because of the prohibitinu of 

WHAT CANNOT BE PROHIBITED.'’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ Such passages as ‘ The Fire shall not be kindled on the Earth, nor in 
the Sky, nor in Heaven ’ (Taitti, Samhitd 6. 2. 7) prohibits things which are in- 
capable of being prohibited. For instance, it is already known (without the 
help of the text) that fire cannot be kindled in the Sky or in Heaven ; as for 
the kindling of fire on the Earth, if a sentence were to prohibit that, it 
would mean the prohibition of all kindling (of fire). — If we take the state- 
ment as not true, then these incongruities do not arise. In fact, how can 
that be true (a valid means of knowledge) which perturbs (goes against) 
another Injunction, (that of fire-kindling for instance), and is itself con- 
founded (as prohibiting the Kindling in the Sky) ; in the case in question, 
the prohibition that ‘ fire shall not be kindled ’ would go directly against the 
injunction that ‘ fire shall be kindled after placing a piece of gold on the 
ground’ (Ibid.). 

SUTRA (6). 

[POrvapaksa concluded] — “Because of the mention of non- 

ETERNAL THINGS.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the authoritative character of the Veda, the objec- 
tion that there is mention of non-eternal things in the Veda has been answered 
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by the declaration that ‘ it is merely a similarity of sounds’ (Su. 1. 1. 21). — 
The same objection is raised here again in support of the attack upon some 
parts of the Veda — on the basis of the mention in the Veda, of such appa- 
rently ephemeral things as ‘ Bahara, the son of Pravdhana, desired’ (Taitti, 
Sam. 7. 1. 10). 

SUTRA (7). 

[Siddhanta] — Being construed along with Injunction, they 

WOULD SERVE THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDING THOSE 

Injunctions. 

Bhasya. 

[The Bhasya proceeds with the Siddhanta, in connection with a passage dis- 
tinct from all those that have been cited by the opponent; the reason for this 
has been thus explained in the Tantravartika : As regards the passages cited by the 
opponent, even in their literal significations they are open to doubt ; consequently to 
begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving those to be 
true and then showing their bearing upon an Injunction; and inasmuch as this 
initial effort would be of no consequence regarding the connection of Arthavada 
passages with Injunctions, — which is the real subject-matter of the present con- 
text, — the Bhaaya has cited a passage which, in its literal signification, is universally 
recognised to be true ; whereby it becomes easier to explain that such passages are 
glorifications, to be taken along with Injunctive passages, and as such help in the 
knowledge of Dharma; and to facilitate the matter further, the Bhaaya cites a 
passage which is instantly recognised as one to be taken along with, and forming 
part of, a direct Injunction.] 

The following text is found in the Veda — ‘ One desiring prosperity should 
sacrifice the animal Shveta dedicated te Vayu; — Vayu is the eftest 
deity;. . . .he leads the man to prosperity’ (Taittu Sam. 2. 1. 1). Though the 
sentence * Vayu is the eftest deity ’ does not indicate any action (to be done), 
or anything connected with an action, yet it becomes a valid means of 
knowledge by being construed with an injunctive sentence ; in the entire 
passage quoted, the sentence ending * bhUtikdmah' — i.e. the sentence 

‘One desiring prosperity should sacrifice the '^Micated to Vdyu \ — is 
injunctive; and it is with this injunctive sentence, thm ' ‘sentence in 
question — ‘Vayu is the eftest deity’ — is construed. — “But how can 
be any syntactical connection between the two sentences ? ” — There is 
syntactical connection between the Injunction and the eulogy, because 
the words (of the two sentences) are interdependent; the construction 
being — ‘One desiring prosperity should sacrifice, — why? — because Vayu 
is the eftest deity’. [With a view to avoid the need of the sentence 
eulogising Vdyu\ the injunctive sentence may be sought to be construed in 
the following way — ‘The man desiring prosperity should sacrifice the 
animal, — ^why should he sacrifice it ? — because prosperity results from the 
sacrifice’. — But this construction will not be acceptable if the two concepts 
(‘sacrifice’ and ‘results’) are totally distinct, and hence if both were predi- 
cated, there would be a syntactical split. 

It may be asked — “ Why should there be commendation (of the enjoined 
act) ?” — There is commendation for the purpose of making the Act attrac- 
tive and hence performed. — “ Even without the commendatory sentence, 
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the performance of the Act would be secured by the force of the injunction 
itself, ending with the term * hhutikdinah\ so that the commendatory 
sentence is absolutely useless — Not so; as a matter of fact, if there 
were no commendatory words, then the enjoining would be accomplished by 
the preceding sentence (ending with ‘ hhutikdma1i\ i.e. only the sentence 

* one desiring prosperity should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Vayu'); 
but when the commendatory sentence is there, then the enjoining of the 
sacrifice for the man desiring prosperity would not be accomplished (without 
the help of the eulogy). For instance, when we have the simple sentence 

* Palo hhavati^ , it expresses the sense that the cloth is produced, as the two 
words forming the sentence are complete by themselves and do not need any 
other factor: but when along with the same two words we find the third 
word * raktam"* (red), then we get the further sense that there is connection 
with colour ; and in this case the first two words do stand in need of being 
construed with the word ^ raktam'" (which otherwise would be wholly un- 
connected and hence meaningless). In the same manner, if there were no 
commendatory words, then the necessary persuasion (needed by the Injunc- 
tion) would be done by the Injunctive word itself. But when there is a 
commendatory word, the persuasion is done by the praising. — But even 
so, why should we have the commendatory word at all ? When (as you say) 
its presence makes the Injunction lose its injunctive force, it had better not 
be there; specially as if it were not there, the necessary persuasion would 
be done by the preceding Injunctive sentence itself”. — True; even without 
the commendatory word, the persuasion could bo accomplished ; but the 
commendatory word is there; and when it is there, the sense that is 
expressed by it is the conimendinq (of the Act) ; and this commend- 
ing is the purpose served by both the sentences [the injunctive and 
the commendatory sentences. The object commended, i.e. the Act, is 
indicated by the Injunctive sentence, — no commending is possible without 
any indication of what is commended, — so the Injunotlvu ioiitence also, in 
this way, serves the purpose of commending. — Tantravdrtika, Trans, p. 37]. 
It is only when the comm^** ^?tory Word is not there that the persuasion 
may be regard^'^ >as=’ oeing done by the Injunctive sentence (which involves 
a highly complicated process). — “ Even when the commendatory words are 
there, inasmuch as the preceding sentence has the clearly injunctive form, 
the injunction would be naturally regarded as expressed by that sentence, 
and there would be no need felt for connecting that sentence with the 
commendatory words. It might be argued that — ‘ in this way, the commen- 
datory words would be meaningless and incomplete ’ ; — our answer to 
this would be that, yes, they would be meaningless ; let them be so.” 

So long as the Words afford good sense, they cannot be regarded as 
meaningless. As a matter of fact, the injunctive sentence is capable, in- 
dependently by itself, of enjoining its object, and it is also capable of being 
construed along with the commendatory words. And in the case in 
question, the fact that it can be so construed is clearly manifest. For this 
reason we take the commendatory words as containing the commendation 
of what is enjoined by the Injunction [*asmdt\ from the commendatory 
text in question; * vidheh \ of what is enjoined]. 
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“We could deduce the injunction from the injunctive sentence in- 
dependently by itself.” 

That may be so ; if that is so, there is nothing incongruous in it. But 
when the connection of the commendatory words is there, the desired In- 
junction cannot be expressed (by the Injunctive sentence, independently 
by itself). Every Sentence indicates a relationship ; if then, the Injunctive 
sentence were to indicate two relationships — such as, — ( 1) ‘ one desiring pros- 
perity, should sacrifice’, and (2) ‘by sacrificing, such and such good things 
would be accomplished’, — then there would be a syntactical split. 

It has been argued above {Text, p. 39, 1. 9) that — “the sentence in 
question (‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’) does not express an act, nor anything 
connected with an act [and hence it is useless].” — The answer to this given 
by the Siitra is that the eulogistic passages ‘ would serve the purpose of com- 
mend.inq the Injunctions ’ ; that is, the commendatory words, eulogising the 
Act (enjoined), persuade the performers aqd thus help the Act itself. In 
this same manner all such (commendatory) words eulogise something and 
thereby help its being enjoined. 

From all this we conclude that such sentences as ‘ Vdjpi is the eftest 
deity’ {Taitti. San/. 2. 1. 1. 1) are useful as means of right knowledge (of 
Dharma). 


SUTRA (8). 

And the connection of long -established tradition also is 

EQUALLY PRESENT (iN THE INJUNCTIVE AND THE COMMEN- 
DATORY Words). 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent might argue as follows : — “ Even before the Commen- 
datory Words appear, the Injunctive Words, having the injunctive form, 
accomplish, independently, by themselves, the enjoining (of the act to be 
enjoined) ; and the presence of the Commendatory Words must be regarded 
(and rejected) as a wrong reading of the text”. 

It is not so; because they give very good sense; and also because 
‘ the connection of long -established tradition is equally present ’ ; that is, 
all those characteristics that go to establish the ‘ tradition ’ are present 
equally in the Injunctive and the Commendatory Words ; — such characteris- 
tics being — (a) ‘ the text should be read on certain days, and should not 
be read on certain days’, (6) ‘ the text must be learnt from the mouth of the 
Teacher’, (c) ‘the rights and duties of the Teacher and the Pupil are such 
and such and so forth ; all which are equally observed for the unimpeded 
study of all Vedic texts. — And further, there is a firm remembrance (of the 
entire Vedic text consisting of the Injunctive and the Commendatory Words). 
— For these reasons, the presence of the Commendatory Words cannot be 
regarded as ‘wrong (or mistaken) reading.’ 
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SUTRA (9). 

The incongruity (urged by the Opponent) is not applicable 

(to the Siddhanta) ; because the incongruity could be 
there only if an action were indicated (by the 
Commendatory Words) ; as a matter of fact, 
however, what these words indicate is 
NOT AN Action. Hence it is all right. 

Bhasya, 

The incongruity has been urged (by the Purvapaksin under Sutra 2) to 
the effect that “ there is contradiction of the scriptures and of directly per- 
ceived facts” and so forth. — But as a matter of fact, this incongruity is 
not applicable to the sentences * He wept, etc.,’ and the rest (which have 
been cited by the Purvapaksin,)-^ — why? — because there would have been 
‘ contradiction’ (or incongruity) if the sentences had indicated (or enjoined) 
the action of ‘ stealing ’ and so forth ; as a matter of fact, however, what the 
words indicate is not an action. Hence all these texts — ‘ The mind is a thief 
* The speech is a liar’ — are all right (not incongruous). 

SUTRA (10). 

Then there is indirect application (figurative expression). 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent : — “ It has been asserted (by the Siddhdntin, Text, 
p. 43, 1. 7) that the commendation servos the purpose of recommending the 
enjoined act. But how will this be possible in a case where what is 
commended is totally different from what is enjoined ?' For instance, we 
find the injunction laying down that ‘ Fire is to be removed by a branch of the 
Vetasa or by Moss'* (Taitti. Sam. 5. 4. 4) where the things enjoined are the 
Vetasa and the Moss ; while what is commended in the connected commen- 
datory sentence — ‘ Water is calm ’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 4. 4) — is Water. [Certainly 
the praise of Water does not recommend the use of the Vetasa or the 
Moss.l ” 

The answer to this is that * there is indirect application \ It is an 
indirect or figurative way of saying things when, for the purpose of eulogising 
a certain thing, we praise another thing related to it. In the case in 
question. Water is the origin of the Vetasa and Moss; these grow out of 
Water ; and by the praise of the origin, the thing growing out of that origin 
becomes praised ; for instance, Devadatta born in the Ashmaka country 
regards himself as praised when the Ashmaka country is praised. The 
same should be understood to be the case with the sentence in question 
(dealing with Vetasa — Moss and Water). 

The Opponent asks — “ To what Injunction is the commendatory 
sentence * He wept * auxiliary ? ” 

It is auxiliary to (and to be taken along with) the Injunction that 
‘Silver shall not be given on the Barhis' (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 1. 2). — “How 



ADHYAYA I, PADA H, ADHIKARANA (1). 6& 

so ? ” — Because of the mutual requirements of the words of the two texts : 
For instance, first of all we have the sentence ‘ He wept, and the fact that 
he wept makes Rudra rudra^ {TaiuL Sam. 1. 6. 1), — and here the pronoun 
‘ he ’ requires (refers to) some subject spoken of in the context, as such is 
the signification of the pronoun ‘ (of which * sah \ ‘ he*, is the nomina- 
tive form) ; next follows the sentence *his tears that flowed became silver ’, 
where also the pronoun * ta,8ya\ ‘his’, refers to the same aforesaid sub- 
ject; — [thus the idea expressed by the two sentences taken together is 
that ‘The tears that flowed when Rudra wept became silver’]. — Now this 
idea supplies the justification for the Prohibitive Injunction that ‘ silver 
should not be given on the Barkis', — this justification being that, ‘if 
one gave silver at the sacrifice, then before a year passes, there shall be 
weeping in his house’, (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 1. 2) — and for this reason ‘one 
shall not give silver on the Barkis'. Thus it is found that all the words 
of the two texts are mutually complementary. — “ But in what manner do 
the words of the deprecatory text help the Injunction ?” — They do it by 
‘indirect implication’ (of excellence); the sense being that ‘silver being 
produced from tears turns into tears for one who gives silver’, and hence it 
constitutes the excellence of the Prohibitive Injunction that one who obeys 
it (and does not give silver) is saved from the weeping. 

“ (a) But when there was no real weeping, how can it be said that 
‘he wept’ ? (6) How too can the silver be spoken of as produced from 
tears, when, as a matter of fact, it is not produced from tears ? (c) Lastly, 
when we actually find that there is no weeping in the house ‘ before a year 
passes ’, how can it be asserted that ‘ there is weeping’ ? ” 

The answer to this is that — ‘ There is indirect application ’ ; that is, 
all these words are used in the indirect (figurative) sense. (a) It is said 
that ‘Rudra wept’, because the name ^ rudra' is derived from the root 
* rud, to weep’; — (6) even though silver is not produced from tears, the 
speaker, wishing to decry it, describes it as produced from tears, on the 
basis of its having the same colour (white) as tears ; — (c) again, it is with 
a view to decrying silver that the speaker asserts that ‘ there is weeping 
in the house before the year passes’, on the basis of the fact that the giving 
away of wealth (and silver is a form of wealth) causes pain. 

Similarly, there is the Injunction — ‘ If one desires offspring or cattle, he 
should sacrifice the hornless goat dedicated to Prajapati’ (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 1. 1. 4, 5); and as this Injunction requires supplementing, we have the 
following passage as its auxiliary — ‘Prajapati cut out his own fat’ (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 1. 1. 4). — “What is the indirect implication here”? — It is this: 

‘ There were no cattle at the time when Prajapati cut out his fat ; but such 
was the force of the act (of cutting the fat and offering it) that as soon €is the 
fat was thrown into the fire, a hornless goat rose out of it ; — thus it is that 
by sacrificing the hornless goat one acquires many cattle’. — “When in 
reality, Prajapati never cut out his fat, how was it stated that he did it ? ” 
— The answer to this is that the mention of an event that never happened 
serves the purpose of eulogising (the act), because it is clear that some 
praising is meant. Whenever an event is mentioned, it produces two- 
effects — (1) a knowledge of the event itself and (2) attraction to, or repulsion 
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from, a certain thing. Of these, the knowledge of an event does not 
lead either to any activity or to any desisting from activity, so that serving 
no purpose in regard to actions, it would be useless ; and hence the men- 
tion of the event in question cannot be taken as meant to serve the purpose 
of bringing about the knowledge of the event. On the other hand, through 
attraction, one undertakes the act, and through repulsion, one desists from 
the act; these therefore are meant to be brought about by such mention 
of events. If the mention of events were itself meant to be predicated 
by the Vedic text, then it would make the Veda open to the charge of 
having a beginning. — “ But how is it that the Veda makes such a baseless 
statement as the one under consideration ? ” — The answer to this is as 
follows : [The statement, even in its literal sense, need not be entirely 
baseless ; for instance] * Prajdpati ’ may be taken as standing for any 
eternal entity such as (a) Air, or (6) Akdsha, or (c) the Sun; — ‘the 
cutting of his own fat’ may stand (respectively) for (a) mm, or (h) wind, or 
(c) rays as for ‘ the throwing into fire ’, ‘ fire ’ may stand for {a) lightning, 
or (h) light, or (c) the ordinary fire; — lastly, as regards the ‘rising of the 
goat \ the ‘goat’ may stand for {a) food, or (6) seed, or (c) creepers. — Having 
‘ sacrificed’, — i.e. made use of — this ‘goat’, one obtains offspring and cattle, 
— In this explanation, all the words are taken in their ‘indirect’ (‘figura- 
tive’) sense. 

Lastly, there is the injunction that ‘The Prdyanlya charn is to be 
offered to Aditi, — the Udayanlya charu is to be offered to Aditi' (Taitti, 
Sam, 6. 1. 5. 1); and as an auxiliary to this Injunction, we have the 
passage — ‘ The gods on reaching the sacrificial ground, did not know the 
directions ’ (Ibid,) ; that this is so is clear from the fact that this eulogistic 
statement is wanted (by the Injunction) ; — and the meaning of the eulogy 
is that ‘ The charu-offering to Aditi destroys all illusions, and so also the 
illusion in regard to the directions ’. — “ How is it that the text speaks of 
illusion regarding directions, when there was never any such illusion in 
fact?” — The answer to this is as follows: — At the time of performing a 
sacrifice, when a host of details not pertaining to the sacrifice in hand present 
themselves, the mind of the performer becomes bewildered ; and it is this 
bewilderment that is figuratively spoken of as ‘ illusion ’ ; and that this is 
so is shown by the fact that the act of offering of ‘ the Charu to Aditi ’ 
provides the respite necessary for the performer to collect his mind and 
settle the actual details to be taken up. 

[After having gone through the performance of the Darsha-purnamdsa, 
when a man comes to take up the Soma-sacrifice, and finds that the details 
relating to the latter are different from those that he has been accustomed 
to in the former sacrifice, he becomes bewildered as to the exact procedure ; 
it is this bewilderment that is spoken of as ‘not knowing the directions’. — 
Now on this occasion if the Prdyanlya sacrifice to Aditi is performed, the 
details of which are similar to those of the Darsha-purnamdsa which are 
thoroughly known to the performer, — it provides the necessary interim of 
respite to enable him to collect his wits about the details to be performed in 
connection with the Soma- sacrifice. Thus, inasmuch as this respite is 
provided by the Prdyanlya sacrifice, it has been eulogised as helping to 
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remove the bewilderment, figuratively spoken of as ‘not knowing the direc- 
tions — Tantravdrtika. ] 

SUTRA (11). 

(a) On the similarity in form, and- {b) on the character of 

THE GREATER PART [iS THE INDIRECT SIGNIFICATION BASED], 

Bhdsya, 

[This answers the first two objections urged under Sutra (2).] 

There is an injunction to the effect that ‘ one should hold the gold-piece 
in one’s hand and then he (the Priest) takes it ’ (see Maitra. Sam. 4. 8. 2. 3) ; 
this injunction stands in need of aid, which is supplied by its auxiliary in 
the shape of the statement that ‘ the mind is a thief, and speech is a liar.’ 
This deprecatory assertion serves the purpose of commending the Gold; 
just as we have the statement — " What is the need for a sage ? Feed Deva- 
datta alone.’ — “ But even for decrying it, why should the ynind, which 
is not a thief, be spoken of as thief ? Why too the Speech, which is not 
a liar, be spoken of as liar ? ” — The answer is that this also is * figurative 
expression^ based {a) ^ upon the similarity of for7n\-—a(^ thieves remain 
hidden, so Mind also remains unseen, the term ‘ thief ’ being taken in the 
figurative sense of ‘ one who remains hidden ’,— and ‘ u}) 07 i the character of 
the greater part ’, — for the most part what people speak is imtrue. 

SUTRA (12). 

Because of the Greatness of distance. 

Bhasya. 

[This answers the third objection urged under Sutra (2).] 

As an example of a statement (in the Veda) contrary to directly per- 
ceived facts, the Opponent has cited the passage — ‘ During the day only the 
smoke of fire was perceived, not the flame, and during the night only the 
flame of fire was perceived, not the smoke’ (Taitti. Bra. 2. 1. 2. 10). — This 
passage is auxiliary to the injunctive passage — ‘ In the evening one makes 
the offering with the Mantra, Agnirjyotirjyoti-ragnih svdhd, and in the morn- 
ing, one makes the offering with the Mantra, Suryo jyotirjyotih suryah svdhd ’, 
{Vdjasa. Sam. 3.9); — which enjoins two mantras having inter-mixed impli- 
cations, and hence requires justification, and the sense of the Eulogy is that 
‘the Homa should bo offered when both the deities are there’. — It is the 
fact of their being at a ‘ great distance ’ that is figuratively spoken of as 
the ‘ not seeing ’ of the smoke and the flame. [The explanation of this 
statement lies in the fact that during the day, when we look at the Fire 
burning at a great distance, we see the Smoke only; while at night, we 
perceive the flame, not the Smoke. This statement of a well-known fact 
serves as the basis for the Praise.] 

[The Tantravdrtika, Trans., pp. 46-47, says that the ynantras as cited in 
the Bhasya are not found to have ‘intermixed implications’, as one 
mantra clearly speaks of Agni and the other of Surya, as the deity; — and 
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that the right mantras to be cited would have been ‘ (a) Agnirjyotirjyotih, 
siiryah avdhd, {b) Suryojyotirjyoti-ragnih svdha where both mantras speak of 
both Agni and Surya.'] 

SUTRA (13). 

On account of the failings of women, (there can be no 

CERTAINTY REGARDING ONE’S CASTB) ; SPECIALLY AS THE SON 
BELONGS TO THE PROGENITOR. 


Bhasya. 

[This answers the fourth objection urged under Sutra (2).] 

Another example of a Vedic text stating what is contrary to direct 
facts, cited by the Opponent is — ‘ We know not if we are Brahmanas or Non- 
Brahmanas’ (Maitrd. Sam, 1. 4. 11). This is auxiliary to the Injunction 
^ Wheti the Pravaras are being recounted, one should say the deities are our 
father s' (Ibid.), which stands in need of justification ; and the meaning of the 
eulogistic passage is that ‘ Even a Non-Brahmana would become a Brahmana 
by the recounting of Pravaras [and hence it is necessary for the Brahmana 
also to recount his Pravaras, as one can never be sure of one’s Brahmana- 
hood]’. It is difficult to know if one is really a Brahmana; — this is what 
is figuratively spoken of as ^ we do not know'', and the difficulty in knowing 
it for certain is due to ‘ the failings of women', and also to the fact that * the 
son belongs to the progenitor' ; this is also indicated by the advice ‘May you 
guard this dynastic line with great care.’ (See Apastamba-Dharma-Sutra 
2. 6. 13. 6.) 

SUTRA (14). 

There is desire for immediate good. 


Bhasya. 

[This is an answer to the fifth objection urged under Siitra (2).] 

As an example of a Vedic text making a statement contrary to 
what is found in the Scriptures, the Opponent has cited the passage — 
‘Who knows that there is Heaven, etc. ?’ (Taitti, Sam. 6. 1. 1. 1.) This is 
an auxiliary to the Injunction that ‘One should set up windows on all 
sides’ (Ibid.), which stands in need of justification. The sense of the com- 
mendatory sentence is that the making of windows brings perceptible (and 
immediate) comfort (by allowing the smoke to escape). The assertion 
of uncertainty regarding Heaven is to be taken in the figurative sense of 
coming after a long time (and hence not being so desirable as the making 
of windows which brings immediate relief). 


SUTRA (15). 

It is praise of Knowledge. 

Bhasya, 

[This answers the objection urged under Sutra (3).] 

Under Su. (3), the Opponent haa cited the passage, — ‘His face shines 
who knows this ? ’ (Tdn4ya>’Mahdbrd, 20. 16. 6.) This is an auxiliary to the 
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Injunction of reading the Gargatriratra-Brdhmana, which stands in need of 
justification. 

As for the second passage cited under the same Sutra — ‘ An extremely 
wealthy child is born among his progeny’, — it is auxiliary to the injunction 
of the careful study of the Veda. 

The shining of the face and the possession of wealth are expressive of 
‘ guna (quality) ; and in this sense, the expressions are * gauna ’ (in the sense 
of being expressive ofqimlity, and not in the sense of being indirect or figurative). 
The face of the learned teacher really shines^ when it is looked up to by the 
pupils ; — and the child born in a family where the Veda is being constantly 
read becomes very intelligent, and on becoming learned, he obtains many 
gifts and becomes the possessor of much food (and wealth). [In the case of 
these two passages, the direct meaning also is not incongruous in any way : 
hence these statements cannot be called * gunavdda' in the sense of in- 
direct or figurative assertion; hence the author has explained the term 
‘ guna ’ in relation to these passages as standing for Quality,] 

SUTRA (16). 

The mention of ‘ all ’ refers to the fact of the man being 

ENTITLED (TO PERFORM ALL ACTS AND OBTAIN ALL THEIR 

rewards). 

Bhdsya, 

[This answers the objections urged under Sutra (4).] 

As an example of a passage that makes the performance of all acts 
useless, the Opponent has cited the text — * By means of the Final Oblation, 
one attains all desires This is an auxiliary to the injunction that ‘ one 
should offer the Final Oblation ’, which stands in need of support. — Another 
text cited by the Opponent is ‘He who knows the Ashvamedha also passes 
beyond death, etc.’ {Taitti, Sam. 5. 3. 12. 2) ; and here the statement ‘pass- 
es beyond death ’ is auxiliary to the injunction that ‘ one should know the 
Ashvamedha (texts) ’ which stands in need of support. The mention of the 
results (in the injunctive text itself) is purely commendatory. 

When the text speaks of the man ‘attaining all desires’, it is only a 
figurative way of stating that he performs the acts bringing about the 
reward in the shape of the attaining of all desires. And though ‘ all ’ is not 
meant, yet the word ‘ all ’ is used, in the sense of all that the man may be 
entitled to. 

SOTRA (17). 

The result being accomplished by means of Actions, the 

DIFFERENCE IN THE RESULTS COULD BE DUE TO THE 
MAGNITUDE OF THE ACTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

This is a bold assertion (in answer to the same objection that has been 
answered in the preceding Sutra). — Even if one takes the statement in question 
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(to the effect that ‘All desires are obtained by the Final Oblation’) as 
laying down the results actually following from the oblation, — the statement 
would be quite reasonable even in its direct literal sense ; and even though 
all results might really follow from the Oblation, yet there would be a 
difference in the quantity and quality (of the results as obtained by the sim- 
ple act of the Final Oblation, and as obtained by means of the more elaborate 
Sacrifices; and hence the actual performance of the latter would not be 
superfluous.) [Similarly even though the results of the AshvamedJm might be 
really obtained by the more knowledge of the texts bearing on that sacrifice, 
yet the same results as obtained by the performance of the sacrifice would 
be larger and better.'] 

SUTRA (18). 

The answer to the last two (arguments of the POrvapaksa) 

WOULD BE AS ALREADY EXPLAINED. 

Bhasya. 

Under Sutra (5), the Opponent has cited the passage ‘ The Fire is not to 
be kindled on the earth, nor in the sky, nor in heaven ’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 2. 7. 1). 
This is auxiliary to the Injunction that ‘The Fire is to be kindled after 
placing a piece of gold under it’ (Ibid., 6. 2. 7. 3), which stands in need of 
justification. The deprecation of the earth, sky, and heaven serves the 
purpose of eulogising the gold. Though there is no possibility (of the fire 
being kindled in the sky or in heaven), yet the statement may be taken 
as referring to the well-known fact (that Fire cannot be kindled in the sky 
or in heaven). [The sense is that ‘just as the kindling of the Fire in the 
sky or in heaven is not possible, so it is also on the bare ground, hence a 
gold-piece should be placed under the fire’. — Tantravartika.] 

Under Su. (6) the mention of ephemeral things in such passages as 
^ Babara prdvdJiani desired'* (Taitti. Sam. 7. 1. 10. 2) has been cited by the 
Opponent. This objection (though already refuted in the Tarkapdda) was 
raised again (under Su. 6) with special reference to the Arthavdda section 
of the Veda; and on the present occasion we shall refute it by simply 
asserting the authoritative character of the Arthavdda. 



Adhikarai^a (2) : Treating of the authoritative character of 
such Arthavada passages as resemble Injunctions. 

SUTRA (19). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Tt should be ak Injunction, because it lays 

DOWN SOMETHING NOT ALREADY KNOWN ; SPECIALLY AS A 
MERE NARRATION WOULD BE USELESS.” 

Bhdsya. 

[The Arthavddas containing mere descriptions of facts and events having 
been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana^ we now proceed to consider 
those Arthavddas that appear in the form of Injunctions.] 

The texts to be cited as examples in this connection are those passages 
which resemble Injunctions. For instance — ‘ The sacrificial post is to be of 
Udumhara wood ; the Udumbara wood is the essence of food ; cattle are 
strong; through this strong Udumhara post one acquires strong cattle, for 
bringing about strength’. (See Taittirlya-SamhiM 2. 1. 1. 6.) — Here the 
question arises — Does the sentence (‘ Through this strong Udumhara post one 
acquires strong cattle’) serve as an injunction (of the particular result, the 
obtaining of strong cattle and strength^ as following from the act of having the 
post of Udumhara woody which has been enjoined in the first sentence ‘The 
sacrificial post is to be of Udumhara wood’, the injunctive character of 
which is admitted by both parties) ? Or does this also contain only th€^ 
praise (of the act of making the post of Udumhara wood) ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — 

“ 7^ should he an injunction, because it lays down something not already 
known ; specially as a mere assertion would be useless. That is to say, all such 
passages as resemble Injunctions, like the one cited, should be taken as 
containing the injunction of results [the meaning of the full injunction being 
‘ one who desires to obtain strong cattle, etc., should make the post of Udum- 
hara wood’], because a result is definitely recognised as mentioned in the 
sentence (‘through this Udumhara post one obtains strong cattle’), and 
because in this manner, the sentence in question would be laying down 
something not already known. Otherwise, if the sentence were taken as 
containing a mere ‘ narration ’ of praise, it would serve no useful purpose ; 
because whether a certain thing (an act, for instance) is praised or not 
praised, it remains the same. — Further, the phrase * urjovaruddhyaU (‘for 
bringing about strength ’) speaks of a purpose, the motive, the result aimed 
at, while there is no word (in the text) expressing the idea that what has 
been enjoined ‘ is praiseworthy ’ ; the praise therefore, if intended, could 
be got at only through indirect indication ; and certainly Di/rect Assertion 
(of motive, or purpose) is more authoritative than Indirect Indication.^" 

6 
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SUTRA (20). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “If it be urged that it may be as in 
COMMON parlance;” — 

Bhdaya, 

[The Siddhdntin is supposed to urge the following argument against the 
Purvapaksa] — If you think that “mere praise would be useless, — and the 
praise is not expressed by any word in the text cited”, — then our request 
to you is that — Please look at the sentences met with in common parlance ; 
for instance, the sentence “ This cow belonging to Devadatta should be 
purchased, she gives much milk, gives birth to she- calves and never loses a 
progeny ’ ; — here, even though the injunction that ' the cow should be pur- 
chased’ is there (enough to make the intending buyer buy it), yet the 
addition of the praise supplies the additional incentive ; — the words ‘ giving 
much milk, etc. ’, pointing out the excellences of the cow. — The same may 
be the case with the Vedic text also. [The injunction ‘ the post should be of 
JJdumhara wood’ is quite sufficiont to urge the agent to make the post of 
Udumhara wood, and yet the Praise contained in the subsequent senten- 
ces supplies the additional incentive; and in this way the Praising would 
not be useless*] 

[If this be urged by the S iddfidntin, then the answer of the Purvapaksin 
to this would be as set forth in the following Sutra ] — 

8UTRA (21). 

[POrvapaksa concluded] — That cannot be ; because it is known 

beforehand.” 

Bhdsya, 

‘‘ What has been urged by the Siddhdntin (iinder Su. 20) is not possible ; 
in common parlance, what is spoken of, — such, for instance, as the fact of the 
cow giving much milk and so forth, — is already known beforehand ; so that 
the bringing about of the mere cognition of it would bo of no use; and 
so the words are taken as containing Praise. People would have no faith 
in a mere assertion of what is not already known, — to the same extent that 
they have in an assertion of what is already known ; and it is only when the 
fact asserted is well known that its assertion serves to persuade people. As 
regards Vedic passages, on the other hand, if people would not be persuaded 
by the Injunctive Sentence itself, they would be much less so by the Reitera- 
tive Sentence (Artlmvdda), because if the man fails to be persuaded by the 
Injunctive sentence, it is only because doubts have arisen in his mind regard- 
ing (the authority of) that Injunctive sentence [and if that is so, then, no 
amount of Praising would persuade him]. If, on the other hand, he has 
been already persuaded by the Injunctive word, then what is the use of the 
Reiterative Word (Arthavdda)! — Further, the conditions of the Vedic 
passage under consideration are totally different (from those of common 
parlance). Here, first of all, the expression ‘ for bringing about strength ’ 
states a fact not already known ; — secondly, the reason propounded for 
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this, that ‘ because the Udumhara is the essence of food^ therefore the Pos< 
should be made of Udumhara * is also something not already known ; — hence 
there being a suspicion that one statement ‘ Udumhara is the essence of food ' 
is false, — the conclusion would be that the other statement (in the passage] 
also is false.” 


SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta] — But the fact of such sentences being taken 

ALONG WITH OTHER SENTENCES HAS BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya, 

The fact that such sentences as those under consideration are taken 
along with other sentences has already been explained by us under Sti. 7, 
where it has been shown that Arthavdda passages are to be taken along with 
other Injunctive passages. — “ But it has been shown that the passage we are 
discussing now contains the injunction of a Result, and not commendation [and 
what has been said under Su. 7 in the preceding Adhikarana is with regard 
to passages containing Commendation or Deprecation].” — The mention of 
the Result that we have in the sentence in question could pertain only to the 
Rost made of Udtmihara wood; but this Post made of Udumhara tvood (having 
been already enjoined by the first sentence, ‘ the Post is of Udumhara ’) is not 
something not already enjoined [and hence to be enjoined, along with the result 
by the second sentence * Udumhara is food*, etc.]; and the mention of the 
mere Result, without an injunction, would be meaningless. — [In the entire 
passage we have three factors — (1) the Post made of Udumhara, (2) the 
Injunction of that Post, and (3) the Result following frotn the Post ; now, 
if, as held by the Purvapaksa , wo have injunction of the Post made of 
Udumhara, and also the Injunction of the Result, then the Post made of 
Udumhara will have to be connected with both (2) and (3), which would give 
rise to a sjmtactical split ; hence the mention of the result cannot be con- 
nected with the Post of Udumhara. It could be so connected if the sentence 
that mentions the result had contained the injunction of that Post ; but as 
a matter of fact, no such injunction is contained in that sentence, which 
speaks only of the Udumhara post leading to the acquiring of cattle and so 
forth. Thus then, the mention of the Result, having no connection with the 
enjoined Post, becomes meaningless. But this is so only if we admit of the 
mention of the Result being an Injunction. The necessary connection could 
be secured only if the mention of the Result were taken as containing a 
Praise of the Post that has been enjoined.] — “ But there is no word expres- 
sive of commendation.” — The sentence which mentions the result signifies 
(a) that what has been enjoined brings a reward, and (b) what brings a 
reward is certainly commendable; now this latter factor of commendation is 
implied on the basis of the fact that, without this implication, the mention 
of the reward (or result) would be meaningless. — It might be urged against 
this that “ such an implication would involve a process of indirect indica- 
tion”. — But there is no force in this; because even if something is got at 
through indirect indication, it becomes useful all the same ; and then indirect 
indication also is among the ordinary processes of signification. 
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The Purvapaksin recalls a former objection— ** We have pointed out 
above that what is stated in the text of the Veda (under consideration) is 
at variance with well-known facts ; for instance, Udumbara is not the essence 
of food.^^ — ^What we assert is that it is through indirect or figurative significa- 
tion that the sentence serves the purpose of persuasion (through commenda- 
tion) ; and this figurative interpretation would reconcile the Vedic declaration 
with ordinary facts. — ** But what is the similarity (on which the figurative 
signification would be based) ? — The similarity is this — Just as Food is the 
means of satisfaction, so this (Post of Udumbara wood) also has the power 
to bring about satisfaction; and it is on this basis that the Post is being 
commended and spoken of by means of a word urk\ ‘essence of food’) 
denoting a means of satisfaction. Further, the Udumbara is capable of being 
spoken of as the * essence of food ’ also on the ground of its ripe fruits 
(being edible). 

SUTRA (23). 

In certain cases, Injunction is found to be actually meaning- 
less ; IN which cases the sentence would be taken as 

INDICATING COMMENDATION : AND WHEN OTHER 
sentences ARE FOUND TO BE SIMILAR, 

THESE ALSO SHOULD BE TREATED 
SIMILARLY. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the passage — ‘ The horse has its origin in water, from water is 
born the Vetasa^ (Taittirlya-Samhitd 5, 3. 12). The only form of injunction 
that could be derived from this would bo ‘ the horse should be made to 
be born out of water ’ ; and as this would be absurd, such an Injunction 
would be meaningless ; and in that case it would be necessary to assume 
that the passage contains a commendation in the sense that * the connection 
of the horse and the Avaka with the calm -producing water allays the 
troubles of the sacrificer ’. 

When other sentences are found to be similar, they also should be treated 
similarly, ^ Tathdtva\ ‘similarity’, means similar circumstances, — “What 
is the similarity ? ” — The similarity would consist in the (a) impossibility of 
being taken as an Injunction, and (b) the possibility of being taken as a com- 
mendation. 

SUTRA (24). 

When a certain text is capable of being rightly taken 

ALONG WITH ITS OWN CONTEXT, IT IS NOT RIGHT TO TRANSFER 
IT ELSEWHERE ; SPECIALLY AS SUCH AN INJUNCTION 
WOULD BE MEANINGLESS IN REGARD TO THAT 
(PARTICULAR ACT). 

Bhdsya, 

F or the following reason also we hold that texts like those we have been 
discussing are commendations. — “For what reason?” — For the following 
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reason : — There is the text {Taittirlya-Sariihita 6. 3. 4) — ‘ That which is burnt 
belongs to the Nirftis ; that which is uncooked belongs to li%vdra ; that which 
is cooked belongs to the deities ; therefore one should cook things in such a 
way as not to burn them — If this is only a praise, then it means the praise 
of the substance cooked at the Darahapurriamdsa (in whose context the 
passage occurs). When this is possible, transference cannot be right — i.e. 
it will not be right to transfer the passage to another context (which would 
be necessary if the passage were treated as an Injunction). Then again, if 
the passage were taken as an Injunction, then the meaning would be that the 
substance is to be burnt at a sacrifice where Nivfti would be the Deity (and 
not at the Darshapurnamdsa) ; and this would contravene the context; 
because Nirrti not being a deity at the Darskapiiri^amdsa, any injunction of 
* burning ’ the substance would be meaningless. From this it follows that 
the passage must be taken as a commendation. 

SOTRA (25). 

In the event of its being taken as an Injunction, there 

WOULD BE SYNTACTICAL SPLIT. 

Bhdsya. 

If the text — * (a) The post is to he made of Udumhara (see 

TaitlL-Sanu, 2. 1. 1. 6), (6) for bringing about strength\ — if both (a) and 
(b) were taken as Injimetions, then there would be syntactical split ; the 
sense being ‘ (a) the Post of Udumbara wood is excellent, and (b) the 
strong brings about strength\ [Thus there being two predicates, there 
would be syntactical split.] 

From all this we conclude that all those Arthavdda passages also which 
resemble Injunctions serve the purpose of commending only. 



Adhikarai^a (3) : Treating of Passages which appear like 
the statement of reasons for a certain course of action, 

SUTRA ( 26 ). 

Purvapakj^a] — It must be taken as the statement of 

REASON, BECAUSE OF USEFULNESS AND PLAUSIBILITY.’’ 

Bhasya. 

There are some assertions which have the appearance of statement of 
reasons ; for instance — ‘ (a) One should offer the libation with the winnowing 
basket, (b) because food is prepared by it" (See Taittirlyn-Brdhmana 1. 6. 5). 
— In regard to such asssertions as (6), there arises the question — Does their 
purpose lie in commendinq (what has been enjoined in the preceding sentence) 
or in statinq a reason (for the Injunction) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ The fact of Food being prepared 
by the Winnowing Basket must be the reason why the libation should be 
offered into Fire with that basket. — ‘ But when the said causal relation 
(between the Basket and the Preparation of food) is not generally known, 
how could that be put forward as a reason ? ’ — It may be true (that what is 
not generally known cannot be put forward as a reason) in common parlance ; 
but in the Veda it could certainly be done by direct assertion ; that is why 
the text in question puts forward the preparation of food as the reason for 
the offering being made with the Winnowing Basket. — * What is the purpose 
served by this ? ’ — The purpose served is that it opens up the possibility of the 
offering being made with the Ladle, the Pan, and other things, which also are 
used in the preparation of food, — ‘ How ? ’ — Because they also have their use 
in the preparing of food, as food can be prepared, by means of these also. In 
fact, it is this possibility of food being prepared (that it can be prepared) by 
the Winnowing Basket that is expressed by the word ‘ Kriyate ‘ is prepared 
in the text | and not that it is actually prepared] ; because the ordinary 
meaning of the Present tense form ^ kriyate \ ‘is prepared at the present 
moment ’, cannot fit in with the present context [as there is no ‘ preparing of 
food’ going on at the time of the offering]. — Further, if we take the sentence 
as a statement of reason, we accept what is directly asserted by the Veda ; 
whereas if we take it as a commendatory declaration, we have recourse to 
indirect (or figurative) signification. — If it be urged that ‘ the Ladle, the Pan, 
and other things are not directly instrumental in the preparation of food, 
and these cannot be called the means of preparinq food [so that there would 
be no possibility of the Uoma being offered with these]’, — then our answer 
would be that if the Ladle, etc., are useless in the preparing of food, then 
in that case, it would be meaningless to commend the Winnowing Basket as 
‘ the means of preparing food ’, as the Winnowing Basket also is of no use in 
the preparing of food ; and hence as what is asserted would not be applicable 
to the Basket, the commendation would be futile (not plausible).” 
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SUTRA (27). 

[Siddhanta] — But it is a commendation (of the Winnowing 
Basket), as this matter is one that is amenable to 

VERBAL authority ALONE, AND THERE IS NO INJUNC- 
TION OF ANY OTHER THING. 

Bhasya. 

The view propounded by the Purvapaksa is not correct. The matter 
under discussion is one that is determinable only on the basis of authorita- 
tive texts. What the Purvapaksin says regarding the preparing of food 
being a reason (for the Homa to be o^ered with the Basket) is also based by 
him upon the text (‘By it is food prepared’); and when the text speaks 
of ‘preparing food’ as a reason, it is only a reason for offering the Honm 
with the W Innowing Basket, not for offering the Ho)iia with the Ladle or the 
Pan or any other thing. So that what is spoken of by the text is the Win- 
nowing Basket only. Nor is there any injunction of offering the Homa with 
the Ladle, the Pan or any such thing [as there is of offering it with the W in~ 
nowing Basket in the first sentence]. 

SOTRA (28). 

If it be AR(^UKl) THAT — ‘'THE ASSERTION NOT BEIN(; APPLICABLE 
(TO THE THIN(^ IN QUESTION), A COMMENDATION (OF THAT 
THING, BY THAT ASSERTION) WOULD BE ILLOGICAL;'* — 

Bhasya. 

This argument has been urged [towards the end of the above statement 
of the Purvapaksa, to the effect that “ as the Winnowing Basket is of no use 
in the preparing of food, what is asserted would not be applicable to the 
Basket, and hence the commendation would not be plausible”]; and this 
has got to bo refuted (which is done in the following Sutra ) : — 

SOTRA (29). 

(Then our answer is that) as a matter of fact, however, the 

ASSERTION is APPLICABLE, — BEING TAKEN AS SUPPLEMENTARV 

TO THE Injunction ; as in common parlance. 

Bhasya, 

According to our view the assertion in question is quite applicable (to 
the Winnowing Basket) ; because according to our view, the assertion becomes 
auxiliary to the Injunction. And when taken as a commendatory assertion, 
the assertion becomes quite logical : the statement in the text ‘ food is 
prepared by the Winnowing Basket’ being understood to mean ‘ as we know 
of food being prepared by the Winnowing Basket ’ ; so that even though not 
actually present, the ‘ preparing ’ is spoken of as present, with a view to 
commending the Basket. — In your (Purvapaksin' s) view on the other hand, 
the weak point is this, that the assertion in question is an injunction of the 
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reasonf and it is not permissible for a word in an Injunctive text to indicate 
any meaning other than the direct on© [while such indirect indication is quite 
common in commendatory sentences]; so that when the Vedic Injunction 
spoke of the present (act of preparing food), it could not be taken as enjoin- 
ing that (preparing of food) which can be done. — In our view, it would be 
quite possible to take the word directly denoting one thing as indirectly 
indicating another (this sort of thing being permissible in commendatory 
assertions). — ^We find instances like this in common parlance: when it is 
asserted that * Devadatta is strong enough to meet Yajnadatta and others’, 
though the term ‘strong’ means ‘possessing superior strength’, the supe- 
riority meant is not in comparison with the lion or the tiger or other 
strong animals, but in comparison with those whose strength is inferior to 
Devadatta’ s ; — in the same manner, when it is said that ‘ food is prepared by 
it’, it commends the Winnowing Basket as being a ‘ superior means of pre- 
paring food’, — and the superiority is in comparison with those other ‘ means 
of food-preparation’ which are inferior to the Winnowing Basket. 

SUTRA (30). 

If it were a statement of reason, the assertion would be 

RESTRICTED (TO THE BASKET ONLY); — BECAUSE IT IS THAT 
WHICH IS SPECIALLY MENTIONED. — If, THROUGH SIMILARITY 
(THE ASSERTION WERE TO APPLY TO THE OTHER THINGS 
also), — THEN THERE WOULD BE AN INDEFINITENESS 

IN THE Injunctions. 

Bhdsya, 

Even if ‘ the preparing of food ’ were a reason which might be appli- 
cable to the Ladle, the Pan and other things, — (in the present context) 
it would b© restricted to the Winnowing Basket ; — because the fact that 
‘ being the means of preparing food ’ is a reason (for the Homa) is learnt 
from the Vedic Word only, and the Vedic Word has asserted the said 
fact in reference to the Basket, not to the Ladle, the Pan and other things. 
— Because it is that which is specially mentioned^ — the text declaring that 
* because food is prepared by the Winnowing Basket, therefore the Homa 
should be offered with the Winnowing Basket"*, For instance, when it is 
said that ‘Because the Fire was blown strongly, therefore my house 
was burnt’, — it does not mean that anything other than Fire also, when 
strongly blown, burns the house. — If it be held that ‘ what is meant is that 
by whatever thing — even other than the Winnowing Basket — food is prepar- 
ed, even indirectly, — with that the Homa should be offered,’ — then, in that 
case there would he an indefiniteness in the Injunctions ; for there is nothing 
which, either directly or indirectly, does not help in the preparation of food. 
[The right reading is na kenachit pranddyd annanna kriyate — as is clear 
from the closing words of the Tantavdrtika on this Sutra \ — So that to assert 
that ‘one offers Homa^ would be tantamount to saying that ‘one offers 
Harm with the means of preparing food 
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According to our view, on the other hand, ifc is the Winnowing Basket 
(alone) that is commended ; and the statement of the fact ‘ food is prepared 
by its means’ is not for the purpose of proclaiming that fact, but for the 
purpose of persuasion. — Thus the conclusion is that commendation is the 
purpose served by those Arthavdda passages also which appear like Statement 
of Reasons. 



ADHiKAEAijrA (4) : Treating of the use of Mantras. 
SUTEA (31). 

[PtjRVAPAK§A]— “ (a) BeCATTSE THEBE ABE SCBIPTUEAL DIBECTIONS 
IN CONNECTION WITH MaNTBAS ; ” 

Bhasya, 

[It has been established that even such apparently absurd passages as some of 
the Arthavadas can have a bearing upon Dharma ; now the question arises regarding 
the bearing upon Dharma of another kind of Vedic texts, which are known as 
‘ Mantra ’ what is the particular purpose served by the Mantras ? That they 
are not injunctions of action is clear from the fact that they contain no injunctive 
word. Expressing no commendation or disparagement, they cannot serve the 
purpose that is served by the Arihavdda passages. Before the use of the Mantras is 
discussed, the preliminary question to be discussed is -are the Mantra intended to 
convey any meaning ? or are they merely recited verbally, without any reference to 
any meaning?— The idea underlying the discussion is that if the Mantras are 
not meant to convey any sense, then they cannot help in the knowledge of 
Dharma; and this would vitiate the Siddhdnta doctrine that the purpose served by 
the entire Veda is to liolp us to know Dharyna.l 

The question that arises now is — Are Mantras intended to convey any 
meaning ? or are they not intended to be expressive of any meaning ? — That 
IS to say Do they help the sacrifice by expressing some meaning, or by 
mere utterance ? — If they help by mere utterance, then the Mantra ‘ Bar- 
hirdevasadanan dmni'’ (‘I am chopping the grass for seating the Gods’) 
(MaitTayaru-Samhitd 1. 1. 2) would not necessarily always be used in the 
‘chopping of grass’. If, on tho other hand, they help by expressing a 
meaning, then (inasmuch as tho words express the chopping of grass, and) 
the context in which the Mantra is found indicates its auxiliary character, 
it could not be used anywhere else, so that even in the absence of any direc- 
tions to that effect, it would always be used in the chopping of grass only. 

Our view (the Purvapaksa) is as follows: — “The Mantras help the 
sacrifice by their mere utterance ; — why ? — because there are scriptural 
directions in connection with them; that is to say, the scripture lays down 
the use of the Mantra in that same sense which is conveyed by the words 
of the Mantra. For instance, we have the scriptural direction ‘ Uruprathd 
uru prathasva — iti proddsham prathayatif (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 8. 4) which 
means — ‘0 Expanding one, may you become large', — uttering this Mantra he 
should enlarge the cake' (Taitti, Sam, 1. 1. 8. I); now, the direction ‘one 
should enlarge the cake ’ would be superfluous if the Mantra came to 
help through the meaning expressed by it. — [If the words of the Mantra, 

‘ O Expanding one, may you become large ’ were really meant to be 
expressive, then the Act of enlarging the cake would have been expressed 
by the Mantra itself, and therefore there would be no need for the direc- 
tion that the Mantra is to be used in the enlarging of the cake'], — On the 
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other hand, if the Mantra is intended to help by its mere utterance, then,, 
it would be necessary to lay down its use ; and this use has been laid down 
in the scriptural direction just quoted. For this same reason, the Mantra 
cannot help through the meaning expressed by it. For example, if a man 
with eyes is found to be led by another person, it is understood that he 
cannot see with his eyes. 

[When a person who has his eyes intact but inefficient is found being led by 
another person, the irresistible conclusion is that he does not see with his eyes; 
exactly in the same manner, when a person comes across the text of a Mantra 
though his first impression is that it has a certain meaning, yet, as soon as he finds 
another sentence laying down its use, he naturally concludes that the Mantra 
itself has not the capacity to indicate its own use; and this distinctly shows that the 
meaning of the Mantra is to be disregarded altogether ; for, if any significance were 
attached to the meaning, the use of the Mantra would be indicated by the Mantra 
itself, through that same moaning. - Tantravartika-Tiraa^.^ p. 81.] 

‘ The direction in question may be taken as serving the purposes of an 
Arthavacta [i.e. as commending the Injunction of the use of the Mantra, this 
Injunction being indicated by the indicative force of the words of the 
Mantra and by the context in which the Mantra occurs].’ — But that cannot 
bo ; it has been explained above that that alone can be taken as Arthavdda 
which is supplementary to the sentence by which the Act is enjoined ; in a 
case where the act is enjoined by an independent Injunction (which needs no 
supplementing), no useful purpose is served by the Arthamda. Hence in 
the case in question the Direction cannot serve the purposes of the Artha- 
vdda. 

“ The Mantras connected with the Holding of the Spade [i.e. the mantras 
beginning with "" Devasya tvd' and ending with ^ Gciyatrena chJmndasd ddade 
traistubhena jdgatena pdhktena' \ (Taitti. Sant. 1. 1. 3. 4) may be taken as 
another illustrative example. Here also, though the fact of the mantras 
being used in connection with the act of ‘ holding ’ is indicated by the 
indicative force of a word ddade) in the mantra itself, yet the mantras 
are enjoined for such use in a subsequent direction — ‘ Tan chaturhhirddatte ’ 
— ‘He holds the spade with the four mantras\ (Taittlrlya-Santhitd 5. 1. 1). 
[This direction would be superfluous if the words of the Mantras were intend- 
ed to help by expressing their meaning.] — It might be argued that the direc- 
tion would serve the purpose of pointing out (emphasising) the number Four 
(which is not indicated by any words of the mantras). — But that would not 
be possible ; as there is no word to indicate that all the mantras are to be 
used collectively. [On the contrary, the indication would appear to be that 
the four mantras are to be used optionally, — and there is nothing to pre- 
clude the possibility of this Option — says the Tantravdrtika.] 

“ Similarly the case of the text — ‘ Imdmagrhhnan raslmndmrtasya — 
ityashvdhhidhdnlmddatte' [Shatapatha Brdhmana 13. 1. 2. 1 ; Taitti. Sam. 5. 1. 
2. 1) provides another example. While the holding of the leading string is 
already expressed by the words of the mantra (Mddhya-Sam. 12. 2 ; Tai- 
Sa. 4t. 1.2. 1), we have the direction {* ityashvdbhidhdnlmddatte') laying 
down the same holding of the leading string ; and this would not be right 
if the words of the mantra were meant to be expressive. — It might be 
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drged that the said direction (laying down the holding of the leading string 
of the horse) would still have its use in precluding the holding of the string 
of the ass, — But, as a matter of fact, it could not do this precluding ; be- 
cause if it were to do the precluding, (i.e. if it meant that ‘ the string of the 
OSS should not be held ’ ) then, firstly, it would renounce its own meaning (that 
* the string of the horse should be held ’), — secondly, it would have a different 
meaning (that ‘the string of the ass should not be held’), — and thirdly, it 
would set aside the holding of the string of the ass which is indicated (by the 
Mantra which uses the general term ‘ holding of the string ’ without refer- 
ence to any particular animal). 

“From all this it follows that Mantras are not intended to be ex- 
pressive ; and as such, they cannot serve as the authority for the using of the 
mantra ‘ Barhirdeavasadanan ddmi ’ in connection with the chopping of 
grass. 


SUTRA (32). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “ (6) Because the order of the words 
(in mantras) is irrevocably fixed.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Mantras have the order of their words irrevocably fixed ; for ins- 
tance, the order of the mantra * Agnirmurdhd divah, etc.'' {Taittiriya-Samhita 
1. 6. 5. 1) must be ‘ Agnlh — murdhd — divah \ and not the reverse Divah- 
murdhd — agnilf)', — if the words were meant to express a meaning, they 
would express it when placed in this latter order as well ; and in that case, there 
would be no sense in the fixing of the exact order of the words. — It might 
be argued that the fixing of the order serves the purpose of securing the parti- 
cular form of utterance (of word-sounds), which becomes altered when the 
order is reversed, — and that the restriction of the order is accepted on that 
account. — But in that case, the right view would be that under which the 
said restriction (of the order) would serve a distinctly useful purpose ; [and 
this view would be only that under which the words are not meant to be 
^expressive ; because the only useful purpose that would be served by the 
utterance of the words in a particular order would be a transcendental one ; 
and on such transcendental results proceeding from the order of the word- 
sounds alone, the meaning of the words could have no bearing at all ; so 
that the explanation proposed lends support to the view that the words are 
not meant to be expressive]. — It might be argued that even in the case of 
words expressive of meanings, we find restrictions regarding their order ; 
for instance, in the compound * Indrdgni\ (the term * Indra^ must come 
first, according to the rules governing the order of terms in a Copulative 
■Compound). — The restriction is quite right in that case ; because a reversal 
-of the order of the terms would make the compound word entirely in- 
expressive [as it would become grammatically wrong, and wrong or corrupt 
forms of words cannot be really expressive, according to the Mlrndm- 
mka.] 
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SUTRA (33). 

[POiiVAPAKSA continued ] — “ (c) Because there are directions 

ADDRESSED TO ONE WHO ALREADY KNOWS ; ” 

Bhasya, 

“We meet with such mantras as ‘ Agnld agnin vihara' ; now this" 
mantra can express the meaning (‘ O Agnldhra Priest, please attend on the 
Fires’) only to a person who knows it (that it is the duty of the Agnldhra 
Priest to attend on the Fires) already from his study (of the Veda); — and if 
this is already known, what is there (left to be expressed) which the mantra 
would (be required to express) ? — If, on the other hand, the words are 
uttered (not for expressing any meaning, but) merely for the sake of a 
particular way of utterance, then the peculiar way in which the words are 
uttered may serve some useful (transcendental) purpose, even when addressed 
to one who already knows (his duty). — If you urge that “the reiteration 
(of what the man already knows) may serve to bring about a peculiar sancti- 
fication”, — then you come over to our view of the case; ‘reiteration’ is 
the same as ‘ utterance’ ; and that may certainly be done (for some trans- 
cendental purpose) ; but what need not be done is the expressing of the 
meaning; because it is needless to do this latter when what is expressed is 
already known (to the person to whom the words are addressed). For ins- 
tance, when a man has a shoe already on his foot, he does not, because he 
cannot, put another shoe on the same foot. 


SUTRA (34). 

[PuRVAPAKSA continued] — “ (d) Because they speak of thincs 

THAT DO NOT EXIST; 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has to be indicated (by Vedic texts) is something that helps in the 
performance of the sacrifice ; but we find that certain Mantras speak of such 
things as do not exist at all; for instance, we have the Mantra beginning 
with ‘ Chatvdri shrngdk, etc' (Taittirlya Aranyaka 10. 10. 2 ; also Bo^^da-Sam. 
4. 58. 3) ; but there is no such thing among those that help the sacrificial per- 
formance as has ‘ four horns, three feet, two heads, and seven hands ’, [and 
it is such a thing that is denoted by the words of the Mantra], Under the 
circumstances, if the Mantra were recited for the purpose of expressing its 
meaning, what is it that it would express ? — On the other hand, if it is 
merely for the purpose of utterance, then its reciting would be possible (as 
tending to some transcendental end). 

“Similarly, there is the Mantra * Md md himslh' [‘ Do not, oh, do not 
hurt’] (which is addressed to the altar); as no * hurting' is there, if the 
Mantra were intended to convey a meaning, what is it that it would 
convey ? 
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SUTRA (35). 

[PCrvapaksa continued] — ‘‘(e) Because they are addressed 
TO INSENSATE THIN(3S ; ” 

Bhdsya. 

‘‘There is the Mantra * Osadhe trdyasvainam, etc' (Taittirlya-Samhitd 
1. 2. 1. 1), which contains a request addressed to an insensate object, the Herb 
(Osadhi); if such Mantras were to help by conveying some meaning, then 
they would be preferring a request to the Herb (* omdhe') for protecting 
(^trdyasva') the anirnal (^enam'); certainly the Herb, which is insensate, 
-could never understand the request. — There is no such incongruity if the 
Mantra is required to help by its mere utterance. — Hence Mantras must be 
only for the purpose of being uttered (recited). 

“ Another example of the same kind is the Mantra ^ Shrnota grdvdnah' 

Listen, O ye stones!’ (Taittirlya-Samhitd 1. 3. 13. 1).” 

SUTRA (36). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “ (/) Because there is self-contradic- 
tion IN WHAT IS expressed ; 

Bhdsya, 

“In what is expressed by the words, there is contradiction also: For 
instance, there is the Mantra ^ Aditirdyauh aditirantariksam' (^ Aditi is 
heaven, Aditi is sky' (Ifqveda 1. 89. 10); where the same Aditi is spoken of 
as ‘ heaven ’ and as ‘ sky ’ ; and who could comprehend any such idea ? If he 
did not comprehend it, what help could the Mantra render by conveying such 
an idea ? — There is no such incongruity if the Mantra is meant only for 
utterance. — Hence Mantras must be taken as helping only by being uttered. 

“ Another example of the same kind (involving self-contradiction) is the 
Mantra — (a) * Eko rudro na dvitiyo' vatasthe' (Taittirlya-Samhitd, 1. 8. 6. 1), 
and then (6) Asahkhydtd sahasrdni ye rudrd adhibhumydm' (Taittirlya- 
Aranyaka 1. 12. 1; Vdjasaneya-Samhitd 16. 54; Taitti, Sam, 4. 5. 11. 1) [where 
(a) asserts that ‘ There is but one Rridra, there never was a second ’ ; where- 
as (6) speaks of ‘ the innumerable thousands of Rudras on the earth’]. 

8UTRA (37). 

[POrvapaksa continued] — “ (^) Because there is no teaching of 

THE MEANING AS THERE IS OF THE TEXT (OF THE MaNTRAS) ; ” 

Bhdsya, 

“ At the time that the Veda is being read, a certain woman named 
Purnikd is threshing corn, while the young student is learning the Mantra 
that is recited at the threshing of corn during a sacrificial performance ; now 
when the student is learning the text of the Mantra, he is not learning its 
meaning; in fact, his sole effort is centred on getting up the verbal text 
only ; — and as a rule, one learns only that which is of some use ; hence from 
the fact that the student learns and practises the reciting alone, we conclude 
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that it is the reciting alone of the Mantra which serves a useful purpose. 
[Just as at the time of the threshing being done, the threshing -mantra is not 
recited for the purpose of conveying the idea of the threshing^ so, in the same 
manner, at the time that the sacrifice is being performed, the Mantras, even 
though they may be expressive of things connected with the sacrifice, are 
recited, not for the purpose of conveying any idea of those things, but only 
for the purpose of the utterance.] 

SUTRA (38). 

[POBVAPAKSA cx)ntinued]—^' {h) Because (the meaning is) un- 
intelligible ; ” 

Bhasya. 

“Further, there are some Mantras whose meaning it is impossible to 
understand; for instance — {a) * Amyah sd ta indra rstirasme {BQ'^^da 
1. 169. 3); (h) ^ Srnyeva jarhharl turpharltu'^ (Bgveda 10. 106. 6); (c) * Indrah 
somasya hdnukd ’ 8. 77. 4). — Now what meaning could these Mantras 

convey? — If they are taken as serving the purpose of mere recital, then 
there is nothing incongruous (in their being unintelligible). — From this also 
we conclude that Mantras are meant only to be recited. 

SUTRA (39). 

[PCrvapaksa concluded] — '‘(0 Because there would be connec- 
tion WITH EPHEMERAL THINGS : — THE MaNTRAS CANNOT BE 
RE(JARDED AS CONVEYING ANY MEANING.’^ 

Bhasya. 

“ If the Mantras were to convey some meaning, then they would become 
connected with ephemeral things. For instance, there are the Mantras — 

* Kinte krnvanti klkatesu gdvah d no hhara pramahgadasya vedo naichd- 

shdkhain maglhavan randhayd nay (l}gveda 3. 53. 14); ^ Klkata^ is the name 
of a country (which has had a beginning in time ); — * Naichdshdkha is the 
name of a city; * Pramahgada\ the name of king. If such Mantras were 
meant to convey a meaning, then it would follow that this Mantra did not 
exist before the king Pranuihgada. 

“ From all these reasons detailed in the Sutras beginning with ‘ Tadartha- 
shdstrdt (Sutra 31), it follows that Mantras are not meant to convey any mean- 
ing.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] — But there is no difference in the signification 

OF SENTENCES (iN THE VeDA AND IN COMMON PARLANCE). 

Bhasya, 

The meaning of words used in the Veda and in common parlance is the 
same ; and just as that meaning is meant to be conveyed in common par- 
lance, so it should be in the Veda also. 
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The Opponent argues as follows: “That is not possible; because in 
common parlance, business is actually found to be carried on by means of 
the things comprehended as expressed by the words; in the case of the 
Vedic sentence, on the other hand, no help can be accorded to the sacrifice by 
a conversation carried on by the invisible deities and the insensate sacrificial 
implements. If a transcendental effect were assumed, then, that might 
follow from the mere recital (of the Mantra^ without its conveying any 
meaning). The reciting of the Mantra would be done in either case, — 
whether it be for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental result, or 
for the purpose of conveying the meaning ; — ^but (there is this difference that) 
if no meaning is conveyed, the Mantra does not become useless ; but if it is 
not recited or uttered, then its presence in the Vedic Text itself becomes 
useless (futile). Hence the right view is that there is to be recital of the 
Mantra, and that only for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental 
result. This is what we have explained in the statement of the Purvapakm, 
beginning with the Sutra ‘ Tadarthashdstrdt ’ (Su. 31).” 

Our answer to the above is as follows : — At sacrifices, there is recital of 
Mantras only for the purpose of conveying a meaning. As for the argument 
that ‘ there is no useful purpose served by a conversation between deities and 
sacrificial implements’, — our answer is that in connection with sacrifices, 
the purpose served is the indication of the sacrificial details. Why ? — 
Because until the sacrifice and the sacrificial details have been indicated, no 
sacrifice can be performed. Hence for the accomplishment of the sacrifice, 
the conveying of the moaning renders a great help to the act (of sacrificing) ; 
and this help is understood to be accorded by the Mantra. Thus there is 
a useful purpose served ; and when this purpose is actually found to be 
served, it is not right to deny it by simply saying that ‘ the conveying of 
the meaning cannot be the purpose served by the M antra \ 

“But”, says the Opponent, “if the Mantras help the performance by 
conveying a meaning, then such scriptural directions as * Hold the Ahhri 
with the four mantras ’ become absolutely meaningless (as shown by us under 
Su. 31).” 

Let it be meaningless — we reply; but wo can never deny the perceived 
fact that help is actually rendered to the act by conveying a meaning. 

“ Then, do you mean that some scriptural directions are entirely meaning- 
less ? ” 

By no means (we reply); [what happens is explained in the following 
Sutra (41)] — 

SUTRA (41). 

The reiteration (of the direction) is for the purpose of 
QUALIFICATION. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged above {Text; p. 66, 1. 26) by the Purvapaksin that — 
“as there is no word in the direction ‘Hold it with the four mantras'" 
indicating that the mantras are to be used collectively, it cannot be ex- 
plained as having been added for the purpose of indicating the collec- 
tive use of the mantras,"" But what we understand the sentence (‘ Tam 
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dtaturbhirddatte") to mean is the holding as qxmlified by the number *four\ 
If this were to be deduced from any single Mantra itself, — then this would 
mean that the Mantra is not comprehended in its direct meaning. 

8UTRA (42). 

There is preclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been further urged by the Opponent (Text, p. 66, 11. 4-6) that 
“in the case of the text ^ Imdnvagrbhnan rashandmrtasya-ityashvdhhidhd- 
nifnddatte', (Taitti. Sam. 5. 1. 2), if the latter sentence (which contains the 
direction) were taken as serving the purpose of precluding the reins of the Ass, 

then there would be three incongruities — [(a) the sentence would lose its own 

meaning, (6) it would be assumed to have a totally different meaning, and 
(c ) it would set aside the holding of the reins of the ass, which is already 
understood as indicated by the Mantra itself, which speaks of the holding of 
reins in general, which includes the reins of the ass also.]” — But in cons- 
truing the direction ‘ Ityashvdbhidhdnlmddatte \ what is predicated (and 
stressed) is not the ‘ holding ’ (ddatte), but * the reins of the horse ’ (‘ ashvdbhidhd'- 
nlm' ; Iso that in precluding the holding of the ass's reins, the sentence 
would not be relinquishing its own meaning] ; — and thus the fact of the 
Mantra being used in all kinds of holding (that of the reins of the horse as 
well as of the ass and other animals) would be indicated by the indicative 
force of the words of the Mantra, while the fact of its being used in the 
particular holding of the horse’s reins would be got at directly from the words 
of the direction (‘ ityashvdbhiddnlmddatte). Then again, Indicative Force can 
indicate the use of the Mantra efficiently only w ith the help of a subsequent 
direction declaring such use of the Mantra ; [and such a direction may be 
either actually present in the Veda or inferred from the context] ; — in the 
case in question, no such direction is (either present or) inferred from the 
context. — “What sort of a direction do you mean?” — A direction in the 
form that ‘By this niantra, the holding of the reins should be done’, which 
alone could make the inantra applicable to every kind of holding of the 
reins (of the Horse as well as of the Ass and other animals). As regards the 
reins of the Horse^ on the other hand, we have the direction actually present 
in the text itself (‘Holds the reins of the Horse’); and so long as this 
direct declaration is present, there can be no Inference of the other direction 
(relating to the holding of all kinds of reins); so that there is no chance of 
the Mantra being used in connection of the reins of the Ass. [Thus the 
Preclusion of the ass’s reins would not involve the incongruity of the setting 
aside of what is already indicated.] 

8UTRA (43). 

AM) it may be A COMMENDATORY DECLARATION (ArTHAVADA). 

Bhdsya, 

As for the text — ‘ Uruprathd nru prathasva — iti puroddsham prathayatl ’ 
(Taitti. Bro. 3. 2. 8. 4) (dealt wdth by the Purvapaksin under Su. 31), — here 

6 
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the reiteration is by way of a commendatory declaration, — the sense of the 
commendation being that ‘ by enlarging the Cake, one enlarges, renders pros- 
perous, the Master of the Sacrifice himself’. [That this is the sense is made 
clear by a subsequent sentence in the same Mantra-text * Uru te yajnapatih 
prathatdm\ ‘ May the Master of the Sacrifice prosper (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 7).] 
Objection: — “The sentence quoted (as indicating the commendation) 
is not syntactically supplementary to the rmntra in question ; nor is there 
any need for the commendation of what has been directly indicated.” 

Reply: — True; the sentence in question is not an injunction of the 
Mantra, nor a commendation of the Mantra ; what is really commended is 
the act of enlarging (the cake). As for the Mantra, its use is indicated by 
its own words (‘ Uruprathd uru prathaava', which words, addressed to the 
Cake, request it to become large) ; and when it is mentioned in the text under 
consideration, it is only by way of being reiterated with a view to commend- 
ing the act of enlarging; — the sense of the commendation being that ‘ the act 
of enlarging is so commendable that it is done with such an excellent Mantra 
as Uruprathd uru prathaava,^ (Taitti. Sam. 4. 1. 2. 1.) — What is the advan- 
tage gained by this ? ” — The advantage is that ‘ the Master of the Sacrifice 
becomes enlarged, prosperous, in regard to progeny and cattle’. — “Is this 
the reward that actually accrues to the man?” — We say. No; we say so 
only because how, otherwise, could the passage be commendatory ? [An 
act is regarded as ‘ commended ’ only when it is spoken of as bringing a desir- 
able result ; it is for this reason that the proaperity of the aacriflcer has been 
mentioned ; and it does not mean that this proaperity is the result that actu- 
ally follows from the act of enlarging the cake with the particular MarUra,'] 
Objection: — “But when, in reality, there is no enlarging (of the cake), 
why do you speak of the Priest enlarging it ? ” 

Reply : — We deduce this from the words of the Mantra : What the words 
of the Mantra mean is that ‘ with the Mantra, the Adhvaryu Priest tells the 
Cake to become large'" ; now when some one tells another to ‘ become large’, 
he is said to ‘ enlarge ’ it ; just as when a man asks someone to ‘ do ’ a thing, 
he is said to ‘ make him do ’ it. 


SUTRA (44). 

The assumption would not be inconsistent. 


It has been argued under Sutra 32 that — “ inasmuch as the exact 
order of words in the Mantraa is insisted upon as essential, it follows that 
Mantras are not intended to convey any meaning.” — But the said insistence 
on the exact order may be baseless (we do not mind that) ; but we cannot 
reject the validity of what is eu:tually perceived, [that is, the patent fact 
that the words do actually convey a meaning]. — ^It might be argued that 
the insistence on the exact order of the words may be conducive to a 
transcendental result. — But the * asstMnption' of such transcendental result 
* would not be inconsistentC with our view also, under which the meaning 
as conveyed by the words would bring about prosperity and success. 
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StJTRA (45). 

As REOARDS THE DIRECTIONS, THERE SHOULD BE NO OBJECTION 
AGAINST THE ACT (OF POINTING OUT THE DUTY) ; AS IT 
SERVES TO BRING ABOUT AN ADDITIONAL 
QUALIFICATION. 

BTmsya. 

It has been argued under Sutra 33 that — “ In the case of such directions 
as ‘ ProksamrdsMaya' [Madhya- Sam. 1-28 ; Tirtti. Bra. 3. 2. 9, * Agnxdagmn 
v'Uhara\ and the like], it cannot be right to point out (the duty) to one who 
already knows it; hence the uttering of such words can serve only a 
transcendental purpose.” — But this is not right. Even though the Priest 
might be knowing that such and such an act has to be done, it is necessary' 
to remind him of it at the time of the actual performance; as this re- 
minding could be done by other means also, the IVxt lays down the exact 
words to be used in the reminding; it is this emphasising of the exact 
wording that is done by the Mantra ; and this reminding serves the purpose* 
of * adding to the qualificationfi' (of the Priest; by making him more alert 
and efficient). 

SUTRA (45). 

Bein(j sk.nificant, THE Mantra may be AN Arthavada. 

Bhasya, 

The Mantra cited under Sutra 34 is * Gfuitvdri shrihgdy etc.’ (Rgveda 
4. 58. 3) ; it is true that the thing spoken of directly by the words hero has no 
existence; but the words could be taken in an indirect (figurative) sense; 
and such figurative expressions are accepted as correct (justifiable, authori- 
tative) ; while there is no authority (or justification) for the assumption that 
a transcendental result follows from the mere recital of the Mantra. Tht^ 
figurative meaning of the words of the Mantra is as follows: — (a) The 
'‘four horns ^ stand for the four Hotr priests who are like horns of the 
Sacrifice (personified); — (b) the ^ three feet' stand for the three Savanas 
(Morning, Midday and Evening); — (c) the * two heads' stand for the Sac- 
rificer and his wife; — (d) the * seven hands* stand for the metres; — (e) 
‘ hound threefold ' means eircumseribed by the three Vedas ; — (/) the ‘ bull ' 
(vrsabha) stands for the Sacrifice as bringing about (varsati) desirable 
results; — (g) ^cries' (roravUi) means makes a sovmd\ — and (A) the phrase 
^the Great Divinity entered the mortals' means that human beings are entitled 
to the performance of sacrifices. 

This figurative description (of the Sacrifice) is like such figurative 
descriptions as the following — ‘The river has the Chakravdka birds for 
her breasts, the swans for her teeth, reeds for her clothes and mosses for her 
h€ur * ; — where the River is described. 

[Under Sutra 36, the Opponent has cited the Mantra — (a) *Oaadhe 
trdyasva' (Taitti. Saih. 1. 2. 1), and (h) * Shrt^ota grdvdryah' (Taitti. Sam. 
1. 3-13)]. — (a) The words ‘ OsadhA etc. ( ‘ O Herb, please protect ’) addressed 
to the sacrificial accessories, which are insensate, are meant to indicate that 
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towards the accomplishment of the sacrifice, the accessories are as efficient 
as intelligent beings. — (6) Similarly the words ‘ Shrnota grd'vdnah ’ ‘ Listen, 
O, Ye, Stones’) are meant to indicate that ‘after this now will follow 
the reading of the Morning Hymn, which is so important that even the 
insensate stones will listen to it, — how much more, the learned Brahmanas ’ ; 
and it is for the conveying of this idea that even though they are in- 
sensate, the stones are thus addressed. 

SUTRA (47). 

ThK ^\ORDS BEINCJ FIGURATIVE, THERE WOULD BE NO INCONGRUITY. 

Bhasya, 

Under Sutra 36, the Opponent has cited the Mantra — ^ Aditirdyauh, 
etc.’ — But these words are ^ flgurative\ and hence there is ‘ no incongruity^ i 
just as we find in the case of such words as — ‘ Thou art my Mother and 
thou m>' Father.’ — Similarity, in connection with a sacrifice at which there is 
a single deity, Rudra is spoken of as ‘ one \ and in connection with that in which 
the deity consists of a hundred Rudras, Rudras are spoken of as ‘ a hundred ’ ; 
so that there is * no incongruity" or self-contradiction involved in any such 
texts. 


SUTRA (48). 

That there is ho mention of the learning (of the meanincj of 
Mantras) is due to the fact that it has no bearing 
(upon the actital performance). 

Bhasya. 

Under Siitra (37) it has been urged that — “at the time that the act (of 
threshing) is going on, and the young student is learning the Mantra that is 
recited at the time of corn-threshing at a sacrifice, there is no desire on the 
part of the student to convey (by means of the words of the Ma^itra) 
an idea of the threshing that is being done by the woman, Purnika; — fin the 
same manner at the time that the sacrifice is being performed and a Mantra 
is being recited by a Priest, there can be no desire on the part of the Priest 
to convey an idea of the sacrificial details by means of the words of the 
Mantra "]."" — The reason why the Priest does not wish to convey an idea 
of the meaning of the Mantra that he recites during the performance of the 
sacrifice lies in the fact that an indication of the meaning of the Mantra, 
having no bearing upon the performance, would be of no use. — “But the 
teaching and learning of the meaning has not been enjoined, while the 
teaching and learning of the verbal text has been enjoined.” — The reason 
for this lies in the fact that the understanding and remembering of the 
meaning is easy, and hence there is no teaching or learning of it, — while the 
learning and remembering of the verbal text is difficult, and hence there 
are the teaching and learning of it. 
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SUTRA (49). 

The meaning is there ; only there is kjnorancb of it. 

Bhasya. 

[Under Sutra 38, the Opponent has urged that there are many Mantras 
whose words are entirely meaningless. J~The fact is that the Mantras have 
a meaning,— only it is not grasped, by reason of carelessness, idleness and 
some other causes; as a matter of fact, the meaning of every word can 
be deduced from its etymology, with the help of commentaries, lexicon 
and grammar. For instance, [one of the apparently meaningless Mantras 
cited by the Opponent is ‘Jarbharl tiirpharltu' ; and here] the w'ords 
^ jarbharl tnrpharllu\ having the form of words with dual endings, are 
understood to lie names of the twin-gods Ashvins ; and through this signi- 
ficam^e, the Mantra indicates the hymn to the Ashvins, ending with the 
words " Ashvinoh kmnamaprdh.' (Rgvcda, 10. 116. 11) — Further, all these 
words — "Jarbhari' and the rest- — can be taken as the names of deities; 
and their special significance is determined their etymology and 

common usage. — (For these explanations, sec Taiitravarfika — Translation, 
pp. 100-101]. — Similarly in other cas(*s also. 

SUTRA (50). 

The mrmmon of ephemeral thinus has been already 

EXPLAINED. 

Bhasya. 

It has been already explained under the Sutra, * There is only a simi- 
larity of Sounds’ {Sutra. 1. 1. 31). 

SUTRA (51). 

The injttnction (ok a Mantra) by an indk^ative name 
shows that it SKJNIKIES the SAxME THINfl. 

Bhasya. 

Wo liave the text ‘ One approaches the Agnld's placjc with the Agn^l ’ 
(Taitti. Sam.J3. 1. 6), which enjoins the use of a Mantra named ^ AgnlyV ; 
it is only wiieii Mantras are significant of some meaning that they are enjoined 
by such an indicative name : that is to say, the Mantras are called ‘ AgnJeyl ’ 
because they are capable of signifying the deity Agni, and not because 
they contain the word ^ agni\ 


SUTRA (52). 

The Modification (of Mantras shows that they are 
expressive). 

Bhasya. 

Modification is possible in Mantras only if they are meant to be expres- 
sive. — “ Where do you find this modification ? ” — We have the text * Napitd 
vardhate na mdtd, ‘ The Father does not grow, nor the mother ’, [this is with 
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reference to the Mantra — ‘ Anvenam mala, etc., Taitti Bra. 3. 6. 6. 1] : this 
means that beings other than these do grow ; but as a matter of fact, the 
Mother and such persons also do ‘grow’, — through the several stages of 
childhood, youth and old age ; hence what the text means is that the wtyrd 
(‘ mother’) does not ‘ grow ’. — “ What would be the growth of the Word ? ” 
— It would consist in the taking of the Dual and Plural endings. — [It 
is this growth that is forbidden by the text ; and such forbidding 
has some sense only if the Mantra is taken as conveying some meaning — 
says the Tantravdrtika. — The MantraAeist quoted precludes the possibility 
of nouns in the singular number being modified into those in the Dual or 
t he I Mural. The sense of the prohibition is that if a certain Mantra 
(contains the word ‘ enam ’ in the singular, as referring to the sacrificial 
animal, this singular pronoun should not be changed into the Plural form 
‘endn’, in a case where there is a large number of animals ] 

SUTHA (53). 

There are also cer'pain posmvE Hrahmana-texts (which 
(CLEARLY POINT TO THE EXPRESSIVE (’HARA(’TER 

OF Mantras.) 

There are certain * Brahtn/ind-Texis' | according to the Tantramrtika 
*vidhi^ hero is used in the s(*nso of Hrdhmarm] which r(*fer to Mantras in 
such a way as to indicate that they are intended to convey a meaning. 
For instance, we find the Brahmana-text * Shatarn himdh sfuiktm varadv^i 
jwydsam ityetadevdha' (Shata-Bra. 2, 3. 4. 21) [which says that ‘When the 
Mantra uses the phrase Bfiatam himdh in the Mantra ‘ Agne grhajHxte, etc.,’ 
(Vajasa sathhita 2. 27) what it means is * Shatam varsdni, a hundred 
years ^ ; and in t his passage the words occurring in the Mantra are ex- 
plained as having a definite moaning |. 


Thus ends Pdda II of Adhydya /. 



ADHYAYA I. 

PADA in. 

Treating of the Authority of Smrti and Cmtojn, 

ADHiKARArvJA (1) I The Authority of Smrtis in general. 

SUTRA (IK 

[PCrvapak^a] — “Inasmuch as Dharma is based upon the 
Veda, what is not Veda should be disregarded.** 

[The authority of Injunctiona^ Arthavadas and Mantras having been dealt 
with, what calls for consideration next is the character of such words and express* 
Kins as are Names, NamadhPya, of sacrifices. Hut before taking up this latter, w'o 
take up the case of Smrti and Custom; and the propriety of introducing this 
discussion here has been explained in several ways: (1) We can form no idea 
of the authority of the Veda until we have understood it in all its bearings; and as 
it is only with the help of Smrti and Custom that it can be so understood, it is 
necessary that the exact nature of these latter should be investigated. (2) Finding 
thatiSmr/j and Custom are treated as authorities f or Dhurma, wo might take excep- 
tion to the conclusion arrived at under Siitra 1. 1. 2 to the tdfect that Veda is the 
only authority for Dharma; and in order to guard against this, and to ascertain 
how tar Smrti and Custom may be allowed to intorfort' with Veda, in matters 
relating to Dharma, it has to be shown that these are based upon Veda, from 
which alone they derive their authority. (3) 'ITie subjeet-mattor of Mhnamaa 
has been declared to be ‘ Investigation of the nature of Dharma ’, and after 
the first authority on Dharma in the shape of the Veda has been dealt with, it 
IS only right that the nature <if its other authorities should be considered. - Tlie 
consideration of Smrti and Custom comes before that of NTwiadhtiya (Names), 
which is a part of the Veda, because while the Nomadhrlya does not affect the 
Smrti, the Smfti does at times help in the eoniprehcnston of the Nameulhtiya.- - 
Before considering those cases when' then* is conflict between Veda and Smrti, we 
deal with the more general jireliminary question is Smrti to bo regarded as having 
any authority in matters relating to Dharma ?] 

Bhdsya, 

So far W 0 have explained the authoritative character of the whole 
Veda. Now we are going to consider cases where we do not find any Vedic 
texts and yet there are Smrtis to the effect that ‘ this act should be perform- 
ed in such and such a manner, and for such and such a purpose ’ ; — the 
question to determine in this connection being, whether or not similar 
authority atteu^hes to these Smrtis. As examples of such Smrtis we have — 
(o) ‘ The Asrakd should he performed’, (6) ‘ The Teacher is to be followed *, 
(c) ‘Tanks should be dug’, {d) ‘Drinking booths should be set up’, (e) 

* One should keep a tuft of hair on the head ’, and so forth. 
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[The grounds for doubt regarding the authoritative character of such lailes 
have been thus set forth in the Tantravartika, Translation, p. 105 — In as much 
as these Smrtia are the work of human authors and are dependent upon their niemorj', 
which cannot be infallible, their authority is not inborn or self-sufficient, like 
that of the Veda;- yet on the other hand, they are found to be accepted a'* 
authoritative by an unbroken line of Vedic Scholars from time immemorial ; hence 
they cannot be altogether wrong or untrustworthy. Hence the doubt.] 

The Purmpaksa view on this fjuestion is as follows: — Inasmuch as 
Dhanna is based upon the Veda, what is not Veda should he disregarded 
That Veda is the only right mi^ans of knowing Dhanna has beim made clear 
under Sutra I. 1. 2, wh(‘re it has been declari'd that * Dhanrut is that 
whi(ih is indicated Inj means of the Veda as conducive to tlu* higliest good' ; 
hcmce all that has bi^en cited (biung not Vc*da and luuice) having no sound 
basis, should not bi' heeded.” 

I n'b(^ supporter of Smrti says| 'rho.so persons (Smrti- writers) who knew 
that such and such an act should, be done in this manner, -how could the> 
say that t he Act should not hi* done at all ? jThat is, then* is no r(*ason for 
suspecting the v^eracity or authority of tlu* Srnrti-w riters. The Tnntrn- 
vartika puts the reasoning in a better form--* If the Sinrti-u riters knew a 
e(*rtain action, for instance, the Astakd, as oiu* that should not lu? done, 
how' could they d<*(jlare it to b(* one that should be done*, and tlieri'by k*ad 
astray the ])<M)ple of tlu* privsent day ?’| 

|Th<^ Pnrrapaksin continuesi “The answer to this is that the false 
or wrong declarations might he made b>' tlu* writt*rs by reason of the* im- 
possibility of their having any remembranee (of the arts concerned). As a 
matter of fact, no one (‘v^i'r remembers any sueh thing ns has not b(‘en appre- 
hendi^d or h<*ard by him; and the subjec*t m <jiu'stion (the Astakd oib‘ring) 
is not m(*iit ioiunl m the Veda and is soiiu*thmg supt*r-physical (and henci* 
not oogiiisahle by anv' other means of cognition); |so that it could not 
have lieeii previously known to tlu* Sinrti-w nters at all;}, and no remem- 
brance (of the .Act) is possihk^ for tlu* Srnrt i-w rit(*rs. fop tlu* simple n*asou 
that tlu*y havt* not ha<l precious rognifton, which is what bring*' about 
RtMueiubrancc. Heincmbrance under tlu* circumstances would he just lik»* 
the n*im*mbranct' that a harn*ri woman might have to the ettVet that 
‘such and such act was <loru* In my daught(*r's son’; if slu* ever had 
such a remembrance, then, knowing as she dot's that slu* has luwl no 
daught(*r, slu* could nevt*r lu'lit'vt* that rt'iiu'mhrance of t he son's act to bt* 
correct. 

“ 'I'he Opponent ma\ sa> * Hven so, just as in the ease of tht* Veda, we 
acet^pt as authoritative the remembrance (or tradition) of these Smrti -writ t'ps 
by reason of there b(*ing an unbroken tradition among them regarding ichnt 
is I eda, — in the same manner we may accept as nuthoritativ'e their remem- 
brance regarding the matter under consideration (the and the r(*st).' 

“ But this is not possible; b«*cau.se in tlu* case of the Veda, the compi- 
lation being there, the previous C'ognitioii (lUHiessary for remembrance) is nut 
impossible; in the case of the Asfakd and the rest, on the other hand, as 
tliese are imperceptible things, tht»re could be no means of any previous 
Cognition of them, and hence it follows that any remembrance regarding these 
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must be wrong. In fact, this case w’ould resemble the case where a person 
born blind says ‘ I remember this particular colour — and being asked, ‘ How 
could you have any Cognition of colour ? ', he points to another person blind 
from birth, — it being asked from where this latter derivtni his Cognition, 
another person blind from birth is pointed out ; so that oven though there 
is an unbroken line of tradition of persons born blind, no sensible people can 
ever regard this n*membrance as right t^ognit ion. 

“Thus we conclude that a Smrti like those w*' have been considt'ring is 
not to be treated with respect, it is to be * r//,vm/rf/Y/rf/ 


SI THA (2). 

ISlDUHANTA] — Bi t (SmKTI) is TRl'STWORTHY, AS IIIKRIO WOl !J) 

BK INF'KRKNt'K ( ASSl’ M l*TK>N , OF TUB BASIS IN THK VkI>A) 

FROM THK FA('T OF THK AOKNT HKINt; TH F SAMF. 

lih n . 

The phrase *(tjH rd' (‘hut ') iinpli«*s the rejtvtioii of tlu‘ rnnapaksa 

The Swrtit ( Heiiiemhrance), is ‘ pramdna \ ‘ trusliroitJuf ' ; hecaust^ it is a 
kind of (U)(i}iition : and how can ('otfntfton he wrong? It iniglh b<* orgiuHl 
that “as tlKMY* could hav<‘ been no means available for I hc‘ pn*vious C‘ogni- 
tion (of such things as Afitakd and the lik<*). there eould he no previous ('Cog- 
nition of Ihefn (on which tlu* lt(*in<‘mhranec* would he based).” Our answ’(*r 
is- * A \ {Ahvrr tntifld he mfvtrure'); i w<' would infer 1-ho 

reason for the ri*liabdity of th«* Renu‘mhranc(‘ Of course* the ground of this 
reliability could not he any ])rcvious dircH't appr<‘ht*nsion, as (in llu* ver\ 
nature of tlie^ things coiujcriu'd) no direct. appri^ht‘nsion is poHsihlo; human 
beings do not, in their present lift*. ha\(‘ any direct apprehension of things 
like Afttak'd; and what ina>' have ht'en apprt'hondod in a prevdoiis hfi* is not 
reinomhend during t ho pr<*sent hfo But what w e could infc*r (as the ground 
for reliability) is the Text (\ t*die) itself j which w'ould havi» providcfl th<‘ 
8rnrt i- writers w'ith the previous (-ognition nec(*s.sary tor the 
iSinrti, which would thus havi* its basis in that inferred N'l'dic li^xt-l; - this 
infer(*neo h(*iiig drawn from the* fact (pnnniss) that ‘ the, (njettf ff* the mnie' ; - 
i.e. the * (if/ent \ author^ of the iStnrtt is the same as the * at/erit \ perftjnner^ of 
the acts prescribed in the Veda.- Thus it. bce.omi^s <*stu.hlishi*d that in the 
case of the liemetfdtrftnee,, of men of the three higher eastt^s, there is 

actual connection (support, basts) in the V'lKla. 

Says the Opponent — “ But people do not find any such \’(*dic Tf*xt as 
you would infer (as the basis for *S>ar/i).” 

Even if they do not actually find it, they w’ould infer it. It isipiite pos- 
sible also that the text upon which the Smrti is based w'os actually kriowm 
to the Smrti -waiter, but has since been forgotten. 

Thus in the case of the ‘ remc‘mbranc<* ’ of men of the three higher 
castes, the nece.ssary ‘ previous cognition ’ being traceable,- -and it being 
possible that the texts from which that (^Jognition proceodixl have been for- 
gotten, — the inference of the text becomes justifiable; consiicpiontly 
is trustworthy ’. 
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Then c^ain, we do find in the Veda, texts indicative of the Astahd ; — e.g. 

‘ Ydnjandh pratinandanti^ etc.’ [Pdraakara-GrhyaSiXtra 3. 2. 2 ; Apastamba- 
Mantrapafha 2, 20. 27.] 

[The whole passage reads thus — * YaHjanah pratinandanti ratrindhSmnumiva- 
yritlm sarhvaisaraaya yd pntnl ad no cudu mmahgali a f taka yaiatu rddhaa?. avdhd ’ ; — 
here Aatakd is spoken of as the Divinity of the Night, eulogised as the ‘ Consort of 
the Year*; here we have a Vedic text speaking of Asiakd as an object of adora- 
tion ; and this is taken as indicative of the desirability of performing the rites of 
the A Hakd, j 

As regards the other instances of Smrti^ — rules of conduct quoted above, 
(relating to the * following of the Teacher ‘ the digging of tanks’, * establish- 
ing of drinking booths’, and so forth), their authority (reliability, trust- 
worthiness) rests in the faet of the apparently useful purposes served by 
them; for instance, — {a) if one follows his Teacher, the Teacher becomes 
pleased and teaches liim with care, and also being satisfied with the pupil, 
explains to him the reasonings that go to solve the various difficulties that 
present themselves in the course of the study of the texts. '^Fhis rule of follow- 
ing the Teacher derives support also from the Vedic text — ‘Therefore the 
inferior always walks behind the superior walking ahead' (which speaks of 
the Ah8 following after the Florae, and hence indicates the propriety of the 
Superior Person being followed by the Inferior); — (6) Drinking Booths and 
Tanks are philanthropic works, conducive to the benefit of the people, and not 
conducive to Dharma (merit only, and hence directly cognisable only through 
the Veda) ; as indicativ<vs of such acts, we have the text--* Dhanmnnlva prapd 
aai' (Jfgveda 10. 4. 1) [which indicates the establishing of Drinking Booths), 
— and ‘ Sthalayodakan^ fairigrhnanti ’ | whi(;h indicates the digging of water- 
reservoirs, Tanks). — (r) As for the keeping of a tuft of hair on the head, this 
serves the purpose of indicating the gotra (Clan) to which one belongs; and 
as indicative of this we^ find the text ‘ Yatra bdrmh sampatanti kumdrfi vishu 
khd Im ’ (ligveda 0. 76. 1 17. 7 ) ) \vhich cites the case of ‘ young boys with vari- 
ous top -knots ’ as a simile, and this indicates the practice of keeping tufts 
of hail* as indicative of (/o^ro).— Thus then, those rules (Smrti) that servo ap- 
iwently useful purposes are trustworthy on tliat account, and in the c€we of 
those that pertain to tran.scendental purposes, we shall infer \"edic texts as 
their basis (and on this bc^is will rest their trustworthy character). 

[The Prdbhakara presentation of the Adhikaranas in this Pada is somewhat 
different. According to him, the question ot the authority of Smrti or Custom 
does not concern us; the subject-matter of the Adhysya is the Means of knowing 
Dharma, and it having been established that the Veda is the only means of know- 
ing Dharma, the whole Adhyaya should deal with the authority of the Veda 
only, — Thus then, the vtmyavdkya of the present Adhikarana is the Vedic text that 
has been cited above as indicative of the ; * Yadjandh pratinandanti, etc.' ; 

and not the Smrti-rule relating to Aatakd. This Vedic Text is found to speak of the 
Divinity of the Night, and thus becomes connected with the Af/alro-Rite laid down 
in the Smrti, in which the Night figures as a deity. — Now in regard to the trust- 
worthy character of this rule regarding the Aatakd, the Pdfvapakaa view is as 
follows The Smrti -rule that ‘the Aatakd should be performed' is found to 
accomplish its purpose of enjoining the Rite, only through the help of the Vedic 
text quoted the Vedic text also, as indicating the Divinity of the Night, must 
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liave had in view that same Aataka-Rit© in which Night figures as a deity, and 
which has been enjoined only in the work of a human author; — euid thus this 
Vedic text is found to be dependent upon the work of a human author, which 
therefore shakes its inborn self-sufficient authority ; and thereby the authority of 
the entire \'eda becomes shaken." -The Siddhanta view is as follows: — When we 
liave found that the persons who wrote down the rule that ‘the A^takd should be 
performed ' must have found a basis for the rule in the Veda itself, — then the 
injunction of the AHaka must be regarded as emanating from (based upon) the 
Veda itself ; so that the text -Yntljanah^ etc.', also refers to a divinity that figures in 
an act enjoined originally in the Veda itself : and thus the niantra-text is not 
dependent upon the ^/ar/i-rule at all; it is based upon the Vedic text upon which 
j^ninarily the Snirti-rule is inferred to rest. — Rjui'imala.] 



Adhikaraij^a (2): Shruti {Veda) more authoritative than 

Swrli. 

SUTRA (3). 

Whkn thkhk is ('onflict (between V^eda and Smkti), the 

SmrTT SHorLl) HE DISRECJARDEI) ; BErAFSE IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THERE IS NO SI^CH C’ONFLIOT 
THAT THERE IS AN ASSILM PTION (oF 
VeDK’ TEXT IN SIirrORT OF 

Smrti). 

Hhn^yiu 

[ I h<' anthnrity ot Sutrfis m hn\ iiit> the mitlior ne^t 

pr()fe<‘<ls to point out e\crpt loii'^. | 

'Fhi' (piest/ion that aris(‘s now is How would it bo in cases whiTe there 
i« a conflict, bt'tweeii , Smrti and Shruti ? For instance' — {n) Smrt» rule 

that the’ ivhofe ot the* Uduitihara-Post shonlel be* e^ove're'd — is in conflict 
with the* *S7t/w/0-riile* tluit ‘one* should sin^ a Sdman^ fouc/umj the* Post’ [no 
touching: of the* l*eist is possible whe*n the* whole of it is cove'red with cloth | ; 
— {h) The* »V/ao 7/. rule* that ‘one* should re*iiuun n \h*elie* Stude*nt for forty-e*ight 
years is in conflict with the* rule that ‘one* sheiuld instal the* Fire* when 
a sejn is born to him and his hair is still bla<*k'. |lf a man is to re^inain 
a studeMit for 48 u'ars, he* woulel imt marry be*fore* he* is 55 or 5(> >e*ar.s edd, 
by which time* his hair would e*e*ase* te» he* black,- and he* e*oulel not instal 
the» Fire* be*fore marriage* | ; -(<•) t he* *S'm/7/-rule* that ‘one* should not take* fooel 
at the’ plae*e* of one* who has purchased Soma (for the* Sorna-sae rifice) ’ 
is in conflie*t with the* Shraf that * on the* comple*tion of the* Aijntstoma 
stage’ (of the* Soma-sacrifice*) one* should dine* at the* lioiist* of the saenfie er ' 
[at the' time ine*ntione'd he*re*, the* sacrifice*!* will have* )>urchased the Soma\, 

(Now the (pie'stiem arise»s--are* the*se* Smrti-rule*s authoritative* ?| 

The* IHrmpak'^a view is that “all this Smrti is authoritative*, Uvuuhv 
the aijetit ts the same (as de'<*lare*d in the pre*ce'ding Sutra)." 

In ans\ve*r te) this, our Sidtthduta vie*w is as follows: — Inasmuch as the* 
Smrtt lays do\vn soine*thing that cannot be* done, it must be* re*garded as 
wu’oiig. --“Rut why can it not be done*?" — Be'caiise* the* touching of the Post 
has been enjoiiu'd, the*refore* it cannot be* i'nlire*lv covcrt*d up and yet 
touche^l by thi’ singing prie*st. For wlum we understand that the Post is to 
be touched by* the singing Prie*st, what is there that would obstruct this 
notion of ours? It would be* obstru<*ted by the Smrti laying down the* 
covering up of the whole Post. [Thus this is a clear case of conflict between 
the two). — “The onlv re*ason that would make the Smrti wrong would be 
the fact of its having no basis in the Ve^da; but it could have a Vedic text 
for its basis." — It could hav^e a Vt*dic text (assumed by us) for its basis 
only if the idea of touching the Post were wrong; if this idea of touching 
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is not wrong, then the idea of cm^enntj up, being impossible, must be wrong; 
and just no direct Apprehension is assumed, merely because (without it) 
something is not possible, in the .same manner no Vedic text can be assumed 
(-impl\ bi'cause the ‘covering up of the whole post') would be wrong 
without such a text. — “In that case, how about the Smrti laying down 
the covering up of the whole Post - Well, it is wrong.— “ But why should 
we assunu* it to be wrong?" — Becaust* it conflicts with an idea founded 
on tht‘ Veda. 

‘ But why cannot we regard the two rules {Smrfl and Shruti) as 
optional alternatives,— like ]'nhl and VaiHi, or like the two Sd mans, Hrhat 
and Hatha ntnra ? " 

That cannot be : as option is admitted in only those cases when' nt‘ilh<*r 
of tlu' two courM''- known to be wrong.— IThere is some obscurity attaching 
to tliis pas.^age, due mainly to the (‘xplanation provided in the Tnntmvdr^ 
hk'a. when* the Kartkd bt'ginning with * Hurvokfenafm mCtnjcmu etc.,' clearly 
means that iii evc^ry case* of Option, one of tht‘ tw'o alternatiN es must bt' re* 
ganled a^ w rong : and according to this thc‘ Blifisv a should ho translato<l ns 
• ('nfll one of the tn'o is definitely irenymsed as wrouy there van hr no option ' ; 
the negati\e partich' ‘ tnt in this ease is const riuHl along with what follows. 
As a matter of fact h<)\\ev<*r, if eith<*r of the alternatives is definitt^ly 
recognis(*(l to l»e inony, th<'n it is rt'jected altog(‘tln‘r. and it is not taken 
as an acceptnble alternat iv(‘ ; it is onl> wlum nc'itht r of the alternatives 
Is definitely recognised as wrong, that both are reiiognisod as cHtuallv right. 
'I'he oiil.v wa\ in which tin* Bhasya could possibly be explained in 
accordance with the Vartika is to fake the ^ nionyness' of one of lh<‘ 
alternatives to mt an the* fHtrtial wronynrss yvhich attaches to every alterna- 
tive o[)t ion, iiixolyed in the fact that wlien on<* accO])ts thc‘ first allernntiy^e, it 
means the rejeetton of the other, and this rejection implies that the altcTna- 
tive so rejected must be taken as irrony at teast for that oerasion. But from 
what follows in the Hhdsya, it appears bc'tter to taki* tho iK'gative particle 
‘ au ’ as separate, and to acc<*[)t the translation as giy(*n abovi^ in the body 
of the text. |— As a matter of fact however, if * the covering up of tho whoJi* 
post’ is right, *th(' touching of it ’ must be wrong, and if tin* ‘touching* 
is right, then the ‘covering uj) of fh«* whole’ mentioned in the Smrti must 
be wrong. But when the other party talks of this being a case of ‘ Option 
he admits that the ‘touching’ is jfartlii right (i.(‘. it is right in the evi'nt- of 
the performer adopting that alternative!; this ‘Touching’ however has its 
source in the Veda; — and if the authority of this Veda is admitted, it 
cannot be partial; — as regards the ‘covering up of the whole -which 
according to the other party, is the second alternative in thi* option — that 
also would (according to him) be only jfartly right |i.e. only in th(‘ event 
of the performer adopting that alternative] ; and what is only jHirtly riyhi 
can never justify tho assumption of a \'edic text in support of itself; as 
any such assumption would be obstructed by tho idea of ‘touching’ [wdiich, 
as derived directly from the Vi^dic text, would Vie absolutely right, and hence 
\ ery much more pOw’orful than the ‘covering up of the whole which is 
admitted to be only partly right).- Hence unless it is recognised as riyld, 
not tcranff, no Vedic text in its support, can be assumed. — Nor will it. 
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be right to hold that the same alternative (of ‘ covering the whole’) is wrong 
in one case and right in another; — because its source (or basis of authorit>') 
would be the same in the one ca<8e as in the other ; if then it is not wrong in 
one case, it cannot be wrong in the other, as the authority of the Vedic text 
(on which the Sw.rtl is based) would bo the same in all cases; the Vedic 
text cannot be operative in only one case, as a text is always found in the 
form of a composition of words ; and this cannot be regarded as wrong 
reading in one case (and right in another). From all this it follows that 
the idea (of covering of the whole post, which is derived from Smrti)^ in 
one case, can have no status other than that of a mistake', and consequent I \’ 
cm account of its b(ung in (ionflict (with the direct Vedic text), the idea 
of ‘covering up the whole post’ is hold to have its source in either wront^ 
learning or dream or some such other source of wrong cognitions. For so 
long as the said conflict is there, thcn^ can be no reason to justify the view 
that tho idea of ‘covering up the whole’ is right. Hence the conclusion 
is that, just as (according to the other party also) no Ve<iic text (in support 
of the ‘covering up of tho whole’) can be assumed in one case (i.e. in 
the case of t/h(^ othcjr alternative of ‘ touching’ b<‘ing adopt(‘d by the perfor- 
mer), so it cannot b(^ assumed in tho other case also; as tho rea.son jfor 
not assuming tho Vedic text, i.e. the- conflict with a direct Vedic text | 
remains t he same in both cases. 

Then again, there being a mutual interdependences (ihoSmrtl regarding 
tho ‘ covering up of the whole ’ cannot- be right), because its significance 
would be dependent upon something extraneous to itself. — “What is this 
rmUv/il interdependence ? ” — If the Smrti-rulo (regarding covering up the whole) 
is right, then the touching (laid down in the Shniti) is wrong, — and if 
tho Touching is right, then the Smrti is wrong; it is in this way that there 
is mutual interdependence,- as betwwn the.se two (the Sfiruti laying 
down Touching and the Smrti laying dow'ii Covering np the whole), the source 
of the Touching is fully nsjognisenl (in the Vedic text), while the source 
of tho Smrti has got to be found (assumed): — this is what is meant by 
tho Smrti -rule having ‘ its signitic*auce dependent upon something extraneous 
to itself’. Thus then, the source of the Smrti being yet to be found, its 
authority is far from being established ; and if the Smrti is not authoritative, 
then the Touching (laid dowm in the Shruti) cannot be wrong; — and if the 
Touching is not wrong, then there can be no reason for assuming a Vedic* 
text in support of the Smrti-rvUe, for the simple reason that no validity 
(authority, trustworthiness) attaches to thi.s latter. 

Says tho Opponent — “ By this .same process of reasoning, in so far 
as the notion of Vrihi being the material for the sacrifice is right, there can 
be no room for the Vedic text laying down Yava (as the other optional 
alternative) ”, 

Certainly there would be no room for such a Vedic text, if it did 
not exist there already ; as a matter of fact however, the Vedic text 
prescribing Yava (aa an optional alternative) is already there (and has 
not got to be assumed) ; and certainly when t he text is there already, nothing 
can be said against it. In this case both the texts are there and the two 
are two distinct sentences ; one of these speaks of the Yava only as the 
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substance for the s€M?rifice, and the other speaks of the Vrlhi only as the 
substemce for it ; and when something is distinctly mentioned by a sentence, 
it cannot be put aside. For tliis reason, in the ease of atid Vrihi\ it is 

only right that Option should be admitted. — Similarly in the case of the two 
Samans, Brhat and RcUharUara, 

It is for the reason that it has been declared that Smrti conflicting with 
Shruti is not trustworthy; consequently what has been said in the Smrti 
regarding t he ‘ Covering up of the whole Post ’ has to bc^ disre^garded. 

SUTRA (4). 

Also bfx ai^se we find motivks. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) Some greedy priests being desirous of ha^’ing a large piece of cloth, 
covered up the whole of the Post at a certain performance ; t his was what gave 
rise to the Smrti-rule (that the whole post should be c‘overed up).-- -(6) Some 
greedy Priest took food at the house of the Saerifict^r after h(' had purchased 
the Soma [and this gave rise to tlie Smrli-ruUt permitting such («ating|. — (r) 
Some people, with a view to (‘onceal their want of virility, remained Religious 
Students for forty-eight years ; and this is what gavt' risi^ to the Smrti-ruh* 
permitting such a course. — |For this roason also, no authority can attach to 
the Smrti which is found to have its source in such motiv'es. ) 


This Sutra (4) may also be taken by itself an embodying a se]>arat(^ in- 
dependent Adhikftrana, as follows : - 



Adhikarainja (3) : No authority attaches to Smrtis prompted 
by worldly motives. 

SUTRA 4. 

If worldly motives are discernible the Smrti-rfles cannot 

BE RE(iARl)ED AS TRUSTWORTHY. 

[The foro;;oing Adhikaraaa dealt with those Srnrti-rulos that are in conHict 
with Vedic texts ; the present Adhikctrnna deals with those Smrti-rules which 
are not in conflict with any Vedic texts, but which are found to be prompted 
by greed arid other motives.] 

Bhasya. 

'riuTc are such Smrfi-rNfe.s as (r/) ‘The cloth used at the Vaisarjana 
Jionui is to be taken b\ the Adhvaryu priest \ — and (h) ‘ They should give 
away tlu* cloth covering the Post \ ~Tn r(‘garfl to tlu' authoritative character 
of tliese, the Pftrrapaksa view is that “ the.\ an* authoritative, because 
the ntjevt is the same (as decdari'd in Sutra 1. .‘1. 2).” -Vho Siddhdnta view how^- 
(wor is that such Smrti-rules cannot be regarded as authoritative'; because 
at the root of these th(*re is sorai'thing totally fliffi'reut (from motives 
of Dhnruui) ; -the fact being that som(‘ people did such an act through gri'ed, 
and this gave* rise to th(' Smrtu 'Fliis view (n*jecting the authority of such 
Srnrtis) is more reasouahl<» than the assuming of Vedic texts in their 
sufiport. 


[ Kuinnrila does not accept the view propounded in those two Adhikaranas, 
wheroljy certain Snirti-rnles are hoUl to bo absolutely tlovoid of authority . Ac- 
cording to him tho form of the Siddhanta as embodietl in Sfitra (2) should he 
as follows — ‘ When there is a conflict hotwoon the ideas expressed by tho V’^edic 
text and the Sinrti it is the Vedic text that should be regarded as authoritative — 
which moans that in cases where the Smrti-terts have expressed in other words 
the sense of certain Vedic texts^ without quoting the exact words of these latter, - 
they make their own authority dependent upon the assumption of those texts whose 
sense they are meant to express ; while the Vedic text, which declares what is not in 
agreement with wiiat has been declared in tho Smrtt, is self-sutVicient in its author- 
ity ; and as such this latter inspires greater confidence, and leads people to adopt 
the course laid <lown in it, in preference to the other course laid down in tho 
Smrti. Hut this does not mean that the Smrti has no authority at all. — For a full 
discusaionf see TmUravurtika Translation, pp, ld4 J6o.- -On pp. 16.*) 168 Kumarila 
suggests another interpretation of the Adhikaranas, whereby what are declared 
to bo untrustworthy are, not the Sinrtts admittedly based upon the Veda, but those 
so-called * Srnrtis" which have been propounded by Bniuldhas. Jainas and other 
heretical sects.] 



Adhikaraija (4) : What deals vnth the Act is more authori- 
tative than what deals with its accessory. 

SOTRAS (5-6). 

[P<trv.\paksa] — “ If it be held that when there is no disthbb- 
ance of the Vedio text, the Sm^ti-bitle is not incom- 

PATIBLE WITH THE VedA, — OUR ANSWER IS THAT THIS 
CANNOT BE RIOHT. BECAUSE THE LIMIT HAS BEEN 
FIXED BY THE SCRIPTURES 

[The case of Smrti texts dealing with acts to be done for aooomplishing certain 
results desired by man has lieen dealt with so far ; it has been shown that they are 
accepted or disregarded according as they are found to be in agreement or in 
conflict with the Veda. We are novi going to deal with those 6^m.rti-text8 which 
bear upon such small acts as are not performed for accomplishing any definite pur- 
pose« but only come to be performed on certain occasions during a sacrificial 
performance.] 

Bhmya, 

The -rules dealt with here are such as — (a) * An act should be done 

after rinsing the mouth’, — (6) * An act should be done by one wearing the 
Yajtiopavita\ — (r) ‘One should perform the acts with the right hand* and 
such others. 

Th«^ question that arises in regard to these is — Are these -rules in 

conflict with the Veda and hence should not bo followed ? Or, are they not 
in conflict with thi* Veda and therefore should be followed ? 

Sa> s the Purvapakain ; — 

“In this connection if it be held that — ‘ Inewmuch as the following of 
the rules does not militate against anything declared in the Veda, they are not 
in conflict with it ’ (Su. 6), — then, our answer to this is that it is not so ; be- 
cause if these rules were followed, then they would militate against the 
Order (of acts) laid down in the scriptures. — How ? — ^Well, if one were to per- 
form the nimUh-rinabig and other acts (mentioned in the said rules) between 
the making of the Veda (a bundle of kusha-grass) and the making of 
the Vefli (a four-inch deep altar between two Fires), — it would mili- 
tate against the Vedic text ‘ One should moke the Vedi after making the 
Veda ’ [where the order prescribed is tliat the making of the Veda should be 
followed bj' the meddng of the Vedi ; and if the rinsing of the mouth were to 
be done between the two, then that order would be infringed]. — Similarly if 
one were to do all the acts with the right hand only (as laid down in the 
Stnrli-rtUe), sometimes the performance of the primary act might go beyond 
its prescribed time (by recujon of the delay due to every act being done with 
the right hand only, which must get tired very soon) ; while by using both 
liands, the Primary Act would be completed well within its prescribed time.” 
7 
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SUTRA (7). 

[SiddhantaI — But when no motive can be detected, they 

SHOULD BE RECOUNTSED AS USEFUL. 

Bhasya, 

The phrase ‘ npi vd ’ (' but’) serves to reject the view stated above. 

The right view is that when /Vmr^-texts like those under consideration 
are such as are not found to have been prompted by an improper motive, 
they must bo accepted as authoritative. — “ But they are found to militate 
against the prescriVjed order of sequence and the prescribed time.” — Let them 
militate against it; that does not vitiate their authority; because the 
rinsing of the mouth is an act, while the order of sequence is only a quality of 
(accessory to) the act; and an act cannot be omitted for the sake of an 
accessory , — Further, it is only when the acts are already done that the order of 
sequence comes in subsequently ; so that at the time that the acts appear 
there is no order present, — with what then will the acts be in conflict ? 
[Hence there is nothing against the authority of the Smrti-nde in question.] 

Similarly, if with a view to guard against the transgression of time, one 
were to cease to act with the right hand only, — in this case also consider- 
ations of time should not alter the form of the act [i.e. the act to be done by 
the right hand should not be done by the left]; because Time is only a 
subsidiary factor in the performance and auxiliary to it; and hence for the 
sake of the Time, the Act should not be disturbed. 

Further, acting with the right hand and wearing the sacrificial thread 
constitute [jurity (or cleanliness), and such things are not regarded as inter- 
ruptio7is at all; because purity or cleanliness is a necessary adjunct to 
all actions. [And a necessary adjunct cannot be regarded as an inter- 
ruption — says Ifjiiviwald. | 

From all this it follows that the Smrti-rules relating to all these acts — 
Rinsing, Using the Right Hand, Wearing the Sacrificial Thread and the like- 
are authoritative (trustworthy). 


[On this adhikarana also, KumSrila holds an entirely different opinion. His 
contention is that none of the Smrti-rules dealt with here are in any way against 
any Vedic texts; and as such there need be no separate Adhikarana devoted 
to their consideration. According to him therefore, siifras 5 and h form part of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, and sntra 7 forms a distinct adhikarana by itself. By 
this interpretation the sense of sutras (5) and (h) is held to be as follows : ‘If the 
Opponent argues that^- -** a rule emanating even from a heretic should be accepted 
as authoritative when it is found that it is not contrary to the Veda, such 
rules for instance as that one should be truthful, charitable and so forth ”, fsil. ."q, 
then we deny this, because the extent and number of authoritative scriptures 
is limited ’ [su, OJ ; — the conclusion therefore is that ‘ Dharma can bring about 
its results only when it is understood with the help of those scriptures which 
are recognised as having their basis in the Veda. ’—As for sutra (7). it stands, by itself 
embodying the Adhikarana treating of the authoritative character of the Practiceji 
of Qood Men ; the sense of the sutra being that * those acts which cannot be 
asoiilied to any worldly motives, and which are yet performed (by good men), must 
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be recognised as dhartna ' ; this would be the SiddhSrUa as against the PHnyapoksa 
that “ many practices are found to be such as are repugnant to the Veda, conse- 
quently no authority should attCMjh to Prewstioes.” The meaning of the Siddhanta 
is that when, in regard to any particular Prewjtice, we find that it is current among 
good men,— and we cemnot attribute it to greed or any such sordid motive,— we 
should accept it as authoritative, as Dhartim. 

There is another interpretation suggested by KumSrila. by which Siitra (5) 
is to be taken as part of Adhikaratm (4), and sutrax (0) and (7) as embodying 
the Adhikarana deeding with the Practices of Good Men; under which mlra (H) 
embodies the Purvapttksa in the sense that “ those practices cannot be regarded as 
authoritative in matters relating to Dhartmi. because the number and extent of 
authoritative scriptures is limited to the Veda and its auxiliaries;’' and the 
SiddhanUi in answer to this is found in Sutra (7), in the sense already explained in 
the preceding paragraph. 

There is yet another interpretation suggested by Kumarila, whereby all these 
three sutra.s (5), (6), and (7) are taken as embodying the Siddtuinta in answer to 
a Pilrvapakm from without, bearing upon the Practices of Good Men. Tho sense of 
the three -'iutra-Sy in this case, would be as tollows — ‘ That which is taught in 
the Veda and the Snirti, -if this is not contradicted by the Practices of Good Men, - 
such practices can be accepted as authority on Dhantm ; but whenever there is the 
least thing repugnant to the teacliings of the Veda, then, as there would be a conflict, 
of authorities, the Practices cannot be acjcopted to have any authority at all. • 

See 7\intravartika Translation, pp. 173 203. J 



Adhikaraijia (5) : A word should always he understood in 
the sense assigned to it in the scriptures. 

SCTRA (8). 

( POrvapak^aI — “Inasmuch as no incongruity is found in any 

OP THEM, THE SEVERAL SIGNIFICATIONS SHOULD BE EQUALLY 

(acceptable),” 

[It haH V)een established that Veda and Smrti are authoritative means of know- 
ing? Dharma. Now arises the question of the right comprehension of the meanings 
of words occurring in Vedic and Smjrti texts.] 


- Bhasya, 

In Hiich texts as — (a) ‘ The cooked offering consists of Yava \ (b) * Shoes 
of i'am/iri-skin\ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 7. 9. 4; Maitra. Sam. 4. 46 ; cf. Shata. Bra. 
6. 4. 3. 19), (c) * One collects the Prdjdpatyas on the Fe/a«a-mat — we find 
the words (a) ‘ yara ‘ mrafia ’ and * vetasa\ — Now (a) some people use the 
word *yava' in the sense of Barley-corn, others in the sense of Long- 
pepper ; —{b) the word * mrdha' is used by some in the sense of the Hog, by 
others in the sense of the Black Bird ; — (o) some people use the word ‘ veiusa * 
in the sense of the Banjnla-creeper, and others in the sense of the Black- 
herry. — ^Since the vsords liave both significations, these latter should be re- 
garded as options, and we may accept the one or the other as we choose. 

[The question being as to which of the two significations is the right one, 
the Barra paksa view is that] — Since both the meanings are found to be 
signified by the word, the acceptance of one or the other is optional (we 
may accept whichever we choose)”. 


SUTRA (9). 

[SiddhIntaJ — In rbalitv, that which is based on the 

SCRIPTURES (is TO BE RE(JARDBD AS MORE AUTHORITATIVE) ; 
BBOAUSE THE SCRIPTURES ARE THE BASIS OF AUTHO- 
RITY. [Or, THAT SENSE IN WHICH THE WORD IS USED 
BY PERSONS WHO TAKE THEIR STAND UPON THE 
SCRIPTURES IS TO BE ACCEPTED AS THE 
MORE AUTHORITATIVE ; BECAUSE 
IT IS MORE RELIABLE THAN 
ANY OTHER.] 

Bhdsya. 

The particle * vd* (‘in reality ’) sets aside the PurvapakM view. 

(a) As regards the w’ord * yam* (the explanation of the two-fold u.sage 
lies in the fact that), if the word denotes the Barley -com, then it can be 
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applied (indirectly) to the Long-pepper^ by reason of its similarity to Barley ; 
and conversely, if it denotes the Long-pepper, it can be applied to the Barley, 
by reason of its similarity to the Long-pepper, — “What is the similarity 
between the two ? ” — The similarity between the two consists in the fact 
that both Barley and Long-pepper plants grow after previous corn-plants 
are over. — “What then is the factor that determines which is the right signi- 
fication of the term ? ’ — ^That signification is the right one which is accepted 
by persons who rely upon the scriptures. — ‘ Who are the persons that rely 
upon the scriptures ^ ' — They that are cultured and learned; because such 
persons are conversant with the unbroken tradition bearing upon words and 
the Vedas ; that is the reason why cultured [persons are the * betsis’, means, 
for ascertaining the sense of Vedic and Smrti texts. 

In regard to the subject under consideration, — following upon the in- 
junction that ‘ the Karanibha-vosse] should be filled with Yam,' the declara- 
tion (of the scriptures) is to the effect that the ‘ Yam-pl&nis flourish merrily 
when all other plants are withering’, whore the V^oda shows that the word 
* Tam’ stands for Barley [as the Barley- plant flourishes just before the 
spring when all other plants shed their leaves). And since we find this 
indication in the Veda, we conclude that there is a long unbroken tradition 
behind the use of the word * Faivx’ in the sense of Barley; from which it 
follows that th(^ word can be applied to the Long- pepper only indirectly 
(figuratively); — hence the conclusion is that the cake is to be made of 
Barley -meal. 

(6) In regard to the word ‘ vardha \ the Vedit^ text ‘ therefore cows run 
after the mrdha' (Shata. Brti. 4. 4. 3. 19) shows that the word *mrdha* 
denotes the Hog, as it is the Hog that cows run after fat a festival held 
along with the Pipavali], 

(c) In regard to the ‘ vetasa \ the V^edic text ‘ the Vetasa is water-born ’ 
indicates that the w’ord ‘ vetasa ’ stands ifor the Banjula-cref^pev, as it is the 
Banjfd la -ereepor that grows in water, while the Blackberry-trcx) grows either 
on dry ground or on hill-streams. 


[Kuraarila takes exception to the above presentation of the Adhikarana; ior 
reasons, see Tantravdriika, Translation, pp. 207-208. He therefore takes the 
Adhikarana as discriminating between the usage of words among Aryas and among 
Mlechchhas. O’he Purvapakea view is that In regard to all visible things, the 
signification accepted by the Arya and the Mlechehha is equally authoritative 
(80. 8); it is only in regard to superphysical things that the usage of the Arya has 
superior authority ; in the case of ordinary things the expressiveness of all words has 
to be ewjcepted as equally eternal, — from the mere fact of their being expressive ; 
consequently, so long as the word denotes a certain meaning, it does not make any 
difference whether the signification is known among Aryaa or Mlechchhas.'' -In reply 
to this we have the Siddhdnta in SO. (9) in the sense that that sense has to be 
accepted as more authoritative which is accepted by people who take their stand 
upon scriptures— i.e. the Aryas. 

Kumarila offers another interpretation of the Adhikarana as dealing with the 
comparative authority of Smrti and Custom. In cases where a Custom is repug- 
nant to a Smrti-text, the Purvapaksa view is that “ both are to be regarded a$ 
equally authoritaiive (Su. 8) ; because both equally derive their authority from the 
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Veda**. — The Siddhanta in answer to this says that the Smrti is possessed of superior 
authority, because it is the Smfti that is based directly on the Veda (Su. 9). In 
the case of the Smrti, the corroborative Vedic text is assumed directly from the 
fact of its being compiled by people learned in the Veda ; whereas in the case 
of Custom, we have first to assume a corresponding Smrti-text, and then on the 
strength of this assumed Smjrti-text, we have to assume the corroborative Ve<lic 
text ; the support of the Veda thus in this case is one step further removed. 

There is yet another interpretation of the Adhikararm suggested by Kumarila, 
by which it deals with the comparative authority of the sense conveyed by words in 
the Veda and that conveyed in common parlance. The word ^ashvavala\ for 
instance, used in the Veda, denotes reed, while in common parlance, it denotes 
horse's hair; — the question arising which of these should be accepted as authori- 
tative, the PHrvapaksa view is that “ both are of equal authority (Su. 8), because 
in the matter of the signification of words, the Veda does not in any way differ 
from other sources of verbal knowledge ; its superior authority being restricted only 
to things pertaining to Dharrna ’*. — The Siddhanta in answer to this is that that 
signification of words which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly more authori- 
tative, because the knowledge of JOiharma is obtained by meatis of the scriptures 
alone (Su. 9). A signification accepted and sanctioned by the V’'eda is irrevocably 
fixed and can never be set aside, while that sanctioned by ordinary usage is variable 
and liable to change.] 



Adhikarainja (6) : The usage of words current among 
Mlechchhas is also authoritative. 

SUTRA (10). 

The meaning imparted (by the Mleghchha, to a word) would 

BE DULY COMPREHENDED BECAUSE IT IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH ANY AUTHORITY [OR, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
SANCTIONED BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE VeDA, 

BECAUSE IT IS NOT INCON(} RUOUS]. 

Bhnsya . 

fit has been established that that meaning is to bo regarded as more 
aiithoritativ(‘ whieh is aeeepted by ptTsons who take th(>ir stand upon the 
scriptures.] Now in the Veda we mt'ot with certain words whicli are not 
used by the Aryas (who are the peopli^ that take their stand on the scrip- 
tures) in any sense at all, but are in us<' among Mlechchhas; such are the 
words * pika\ ^ nema\ *sata\ ' kltnamsa' and such others. In rt^gard to 
these, there arises tli(' (|uestion — Ar(‘ \vc to deduce thtur nu^aning from their 
etymology, comment aru's and roots with thi' holj) of U'xicons and grammar ? 
Or sliould w<‘ ac(u*pt that as th<‘ir meaning m which siuiso tliey are used by 
the Mlechchhas ? 

On this (piestion wt‘ have the following Purvapaksa — What has b('on 
established as authoritative is the usage of cultured p(?ophs not th(^ Snirti 
(Remembrance) of uncultured people (like the M lechchhus). Henct^ it should 
be nt'cessary to assume the meaning through explanations, etymology and 
grammar; and it is only thus that tlu^se latter would be of use. Further, 
uncultured people are not very careful in regard to words and their meanings, 
white the others (i.e. the cultured people) are very careful. From all this 
it follows that in the case of the words mentioned, thtnr meaning should bo 
deduced from the roots from which they are derived.” 

In answer to this we have the following S'uldhdnUi — The meaning that 
is itnjxtrted to a word even by uncultured p(‘opl(N — even though not known 
to the cultured, — would be comprehended^ — and it would not be right to 
reject what has been comprehended and whic’h is not incofnjxitibh with any 
authority. — The argument has been urged that “ what can be accepted as 
authoritative is the usage of culturtHl people only”. — But that refers to 
such things as are not amenable to sense-perception. — The other argument 
urged (by the Purvapakain) is that “ it is only cultured people that are 
careful regarding the use of w^ords”. — In answer to that we say that there 
are some things in which the Mlechchhas are more carfjfxd (and reliable); for 
instance, in the catching and rearing of birds. — The third argument urged is 
that “it is only thus that explanations, etymologies and grammar would be 
of use”. — But these will have their use* in regard to those words whose 
meaning is not known even to the Mlechchhas (and so we have not even 
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that usage to guide us). — Further, if we were to deduce the meanings of 
words from their etymology, etc., then, there would be no fixity (and 
definiteness) regeu'ding the meaning of words, and there would always be 
uncertainty. — From all this we conclude that (according to the usage of the 
Mlechchhas), the word * pika^ should be taken in the sense of the cuckoo ^ — 
the word ‘ nema ’ in the sense of half, — the word ‘ tdmaram ’ in the sense of 
lotus, — the word ‘ aata ’ in the sense of ‘ wooden vessel, round fn shape and 
with hundred ‘holes . 



Adhikarana (7) : The authority of the Kalpasutras is not 

self-sufficient. 

SUTRA (11). 

[PuRVAPAKSA] — If it be urged that “[the KALPAStlTRAS con- 
stitute] THE SCRIPTURE OF RiTUALS 

Bhasya. 

[The C£«e of the Kalpaautras stands on a different basis from that of the SmriU ; 
they contain nothing more than the Vedic Ritualistic Procedure in a systematised 
form; there is nothing in their contents beyond what is actually found in the Vedic 
texts available. In the Smrtia^ as we have found, there are many things which 
are not found in the Veda, and for which corroborative Vedic texts have got to be 
assumed. With all this however, the Kalpasutras are compilations made by human 
authors, and to this extent their authority is open to doubt.- KumSri la (Tantra- 
vartika- Translation, p. 224) has explained the term * Kalpa ’ in this connection os 
‘ treatises that point out the method and proeetlure of sacrifices in the form of 
definite regidations ’. These Sutras are the work of Baudhftyana, VarRha, 
Mashaka, and others — says KumSrila.] 

What are treated of here are the Kalpasutras — by Mekshaka, Hastika, 
and Kaundinya. — The question is — Are those authoritative (in themselves) 
or not authoritative ? 

On this we have the following Purvapaksa', — “Inasmuch as these 
Sutras constitute the " Pitualistic scripture", they must bo authoritative, — 
we cussert. These are statements made by truthful persons. — ‘ How is that 
known ? ’ — We know this from the fact that there is perfect agreement 
between these statements and those contained in the Vedas. For instance, 
the ‘ cups * mentioned in these are the same as tliose mentioned in the Veda ; 
the ‘ bricks ’ mention(Mi in these are the same as those mentioned in the Veda. 
From this it follows that the teachers (who compiled the Kalpasutras) were 
truthful persons ; and the Shriiti also declares that ‘ the word of the Teacher 
is authoritative’. — It might be argued that ‘the authoritative character of 
these Sutras is not directly perceived (to be inherent in themselves, as is 
done in the case of the Veda) ’. — But this objection would have no force; as 
the said authoritative character is ckscertainod by another means of cognition, 
in the shape of a verbal assertion. [This assertion being in the form of the 
text quoted above regarding ‘ The Teacher's Word’ being authoritative, and 
also in the form of the text wherein the Kalpas are mentioned along with the 
Mantra and the Brahmarm as to be read daily.] — Lastly, the Kalpas are 
£bctually treated with the same regard as the Vedic texts. — For these reasons, 
the Kalpasutras are authoritative (by themselves).” 
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SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhanta] — That cannot be; because there is no proper 

COMPOSITION. 

Bhasya. 

What has been asserted in the Purvayaksa is not possible, because there 
is no proper composition ; as a matter of fact, the Kaljxisutra is not composed 
in the proper manner, there being no accentuation in it (and hence it cannot 
be treated on the same footing as the Vedic text). 

SUTRA (13). 

Also because there are no supplementary passages. 

Bhhsya, 

[In the Kalpasulra] we meet with such t(‘xts as * He appoints the 
Priests; — the Priests thus af)pointed perforin the sacrifice; -they take their 
seat on the sacrificial ground ’. In all this no injunctive word is found, because 
throughout it is the Present Tense ending that has boon usi'd. Nor is there 
any valedictory supplementary passage (from which the Injunction could be 
deduced). For this reason such a text can have no authority (rt^garding 
Dharnia). — As for the * regard ’ that people have been spoken of (in the 
l*urvapaksa) as having for the Kalfxisiitra, — that is due to concomitance; 
i.e. to the fact that Aa/pa-texts are interspersed wdth V'edic texts. — As 
regards the Vedic text (quoted by the Purvapaksn, that ‘ the Teacher’s word 
is authoritative’). — that means nothing; as it is a pui’ely commendatory 
statement. — “ Why should it be treated as a commendatory statement ? 
Because in the context where this text occurs there is a totally different 
Injunction — to the effect that ‘ the cake dedicated to Agni is baked upon eight 
pans’ ; and it is in this connection that we have the said text (‘The Words 
of the Teacher, Acharya^ is authoritative ’), where the term ‘ dcharya ’ is meant 
to stand for the Veda, in its etymological sense of ‘ strengthening the intel- 
lect ’ I ‘ dchinoti hiuldhim ’ |. Or, what the said text means is that ‘ the word 
of the Teacher is authoritative ‘ through its dependence upon scnnething ’ ; — 
“what is that something?” — it is that which is itself rightly recognised as 
self-authoritative (i.e. the VT^da). 

As for the Purvapaksa argument that the Kalpasutras are the work of 
truthful persons, — our answer is that — Oiat is not so. because — 

SUTRA (14). 

The word ‘all’ has been used (in the KalpasCtra), while 
there is at hand a scriptural text (to the contrary). 

Bhdsya. 

The words of the Purvapaksin’s * dcharya". ‘Teacher' (the author of 
the Kalpa»utra) are — * The Anulvdsyd (Darsha) sacrifice is to be performed on 
all days" ; while there is at hand the scriptural (Vedic text) — ‘The Paurna- 
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niaaa is to be performed on the Full-moon day and the Amdvdaya {Daraha) on 
the Moonless Day — Thus, inasmuch as these authors have made statements 
contrary to the Veda, they cannot be ‘ truthful ’ ; and hence their work (the 
Kalpasutra) cannot be authoritative. 

[From Sutr€U 3 11 and 12, Kumarila he^s deduced two additional Adhikaranaa 
(1) That the Sm^tis and the six subsidiary sciences of the Veda, like the Kalpasutra, 
have no authority independent of the Veda ; and (2) that no authority attaches to tho 
non-N'edic scriptures— such as those of the Bauddha and other heretical sects.] 



Adhik ARANA (8) : H ol^hadhlh(iT(i7w, — The A^uthoritative 
Character of Popular Customs, 

SCTRA (15), 

[PCrvapak.^aJ — “Inasmuch as all assumption is limited in 

ITS SCOPE, THE AUTHORITY (OF CUSTOMS, BASED UPON THE 
ASSUMPTION OF VeDIC TEXTS) MUST BE QUALIFIED BY 
THAT LIMITATION 

Bhidsya. 

[The authority of Urtages and (histoins having been establinhe I in a general 
way, the question is raised legarding the extent of the authority of particular 
customs — Is this authority local or universal ?] 

“ Tho authority of Snirtl and Custotn is hold to depend upon the as- 
sumption (of corroborative Vodic texts); — the very fact that establishes 
their authority also proves that that authority is limited (localised). Hence 
such customs as //o/dA’a and the rest should be practised by * easterners ’ only ; 

the Ahnituiibukci and the like, by ‘southerners’; — the Udvrscibha’yajna 
and the rest by the ‘ Northerners’ only ; just as the practice regarding the 
various numbers of Hair-tufts on the head is local, — some people keeping 
three, some five.” 

SUTRA (lb). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Duty should be universal, 

AS ALL Injunction has that (universal) character. 

Bhdsya, 

The phrase ‘ apl vd\ * in reality serves to set aside the view expressed 
above. 

Customs like those mentioned should be * dhurma' (Duty) for all; — 
why? — because all Injunction has that character ; — the term *vi4hdna^ 
* Injunction’ (in the Sutra) stands for that by which the enjoining is done^ i.e, 
the injunctit>e word ; — it is the injunctive word that is assumed in support of 
the Smrti ; — and the injunctive word cannot denote either the Clasa 
(universal) or the Individual (particular); — in fact, there is no one single 
word that denotes the universal character common to all persons (per- 
formers of actions) which could be assumed (8^8 part of the Vedic text in sup- 
port of the Custom). — Hence the only reasonable view to take is that the 
Injunction applies to all persona, — [The Vedic text tissumed cannot refer 
to any particular Claas^ like the * Hasterner etc. ; or to any individual 
person ; nor is there €my such universal clckss-cheuracter as w^ould include 
all persona ; — hence the absence in the assumed Vedic text of such an all- 
comprehensive word oeunnot be rightly urged as a reason for restricting 
the authority of the particular Customs. — jp/wv/woZa]. — Why so ? — Because 
all that the basic authority (i.e. the assumed Vedic text) says is that * such 
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and such an sK;t should be done’, and there is no authority for restricting 
its application (to any particuleur persons). 

The Purmpakshi has cited the case of the xswiety in the custom 
relating to the number of Hair-tufts on the head. — The answer to this is 
giv en in the following Sutra : — 


SUTRA (17). 

Restriction could only be due to direct perception. 

Bhasya, 

In the case of the Hair-tufts, we clearly perceiv^e that the restriction is 
due to restrictions of the Gotm. [I’ersons belonging to one Ootra keeping 
three tufts, those belonging to another keeping five, and so on. | 

SUTRA (18). 

Also bec^aitse there is no sucti indicative mark as would 

INCLUDE ALL (THOSE PARTICULAR PERSONS TO WHOM THE 

Custom may be souoht to be restricted). 

Bh^^ya . 

Thi^ Sutra is to be [)refaced by a few words. - “ VVliat are those 
words ? ‘ -—(Th(‘M* words are) Why cannot the re b(' a restriction tlirough 
indicative marks, — such as we luwe in such rules as ‘the wiiite man shall 
be the Hotv priest ' (where the work of the Hotr priest is restrict ml to such 
men as are white] 1 " — [It is in answer to this question that we have the Siltra 
which means as follows:! — There is no such imiicatire nmrk as would include 
all those who are actually found to follow a particular custom. —As for 
sucli characteristics as ‘dark, large-bodied, red eyed ’ (which have been 
mentioned as the indicative marks of persons following the Aknlnaibuka 
rites), we find, as a matter of fact, that all men possessing these marks do 
not follow' that custom, and also that persons who do not possesH these 
marks do actualK follow it. — Kor this reason there can be no restriction. — 
As for the instance cited of ‘the white Holr\ that is a clear Vedic text 
(and so we hav^e to accept it). 

SUTRA (HI). 

The name al.so is due to connection with (residence in) a 

country, 

Bhaaya. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the restriction be due to the name ? 
Those who are named * Southerners ’ would i>erform the Ahninaibuka ; those 
who are named ‘Northerners’ would perform the Udvr§dbh<i-yajfia; — those 
who are named ‘ Eeisterners ’ would perform the Holdkd ; just as in the case 
of the Rdjasuya scwsrifice, we have the restriction that * the Rdjd shall 
perform the Rdjasuya sacrifice’ (where the restriction is due to the name 
‘ rdjd \ which can apply to the KsaUriya only) ” 
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SHABARA'BHASYA : 


This cannot be; the names (mentioned) are due to connection with 
a particular country fi.e. the name ‘Southerner’ applies to the person 
connected with, living in the Southern country] ; but as a matter of fact, we 
find that a man who has gone out of the Southern country (and his connec- 
tion with that country has cea.sed) and is residing in the East or in the 
North (and hence entitled to the name ‘Easterner’ or ‘Northerner’) still 
continues to perform the Ahninalbuka. Similarly, the ‘ Northerners ’ though 
residing in other countries, still continue to perform the Udirrmbha-yajna ; 
and the ‘ Easterners ’ residing in other countries still continue to perform 
the Holukd. In fact, when a man migrates from one country to another, he 
does not necessarily follow the customs of the latter. — From all this, we 
conclude that th(^ro can be no restriction (in the authority of the Popular 
Customs). — As for the case of ‘ the Rdjasuya being performed by the Rdjd ’ 
only , — ^ rdjd\ Ksattiiya, ift a definite caste, restricted within well-defined 
limits. 

SUTRA (20). 

If the OPVONENT should UR(iE THAT — ‘LFf the names were due 
TO ACTUAL RESIDENCE IN A (.^OTTNTRY, THEN | IT COULD NOT BE 

APPLIED TO ONE WHO HAS (JONE AWAY FROM THAT (^OUNTRY 
TO ANOTHER f'OUNTRY — [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN 
THE NEXT Sutra,\ 

Bhdsya. 

If you think that — “if the names were due to cictual residence in the 
country, then the name could not be applied to one who has gone 
to, and is residing in, another country ; as a matter of fact however, we find 
that the name * Mathura' (which according to the Siddhdnta would be a 
name for one actually resident in A/a/A^/m) is actually applied to a man who 
has no connection with (is not resident in) Mathurd, and is residing in 
another country ; from this it follows that the name is not due to reaidenre 
in the country ” ; — if such is the argument of the Opponent, then our 
answer is as follows : — 

SUTRA (21). 

The name would be due to connection (residence), as in 
THE case OF THE NAME ' Mdthura\ 

Bhdsya, 

Even when the name is due to connection with the country, the name 
would not be inapplicable to one who has gone out of that country; because 
the neune is ‘ due to connection ’ — i.e. due to mere connection, not due to 
connection in the past only, or in the present only, or in the future only. 
Because we actually find the name ‘ Mathura' applied — (a) to one who has 
started for Mathura (his ‘connection’ thus being in the future), (6) to one 
who is residing in Mathura (his ‘connection’ being in the present), and 
(c) to one who has migrated from Mathura (his ‘connection’ being in the 
past); and it is only when a mem he^s none of these ‘connections* with 
Mathura that he is not called ‘ Mathura 
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From this it is clear that there could be no restriction based upon 
name. 

SUTRA (22). 

[Says the Opponent] — “[The country in which a certain 
PRACTICE IS prevalent] MAY BE THE QUALIFICATION OF 
THAT (-USTOM ITSELF, — JUST AS ‘ SLOPINC ’ (WHICH 
QTTALIFIES THE (JROUNl)).” 

Bhasf/a. 

“Why (*annot the countrif be subsidiary (qualification) to the act or 
practice ? For instance, that country where th(* soil is mostly black is the 
one where tho Ahnlnaibuka is performt'd. — Just as in the text ‘One should 
perform the Vnishmdei'a sacrifice on ground sloping coastward’ (Man. Shr. 
Su. 1. 7, 1. 5) (where the particular sloping ground <pialifi('s the sacrificial 
act) ”. 

SUTRA (23). 

But that (specification) would be similar to that by a 

QUALIFICATION OF THE PERFORM KB. 

Bhanya, 

It has been shown above that such indicative (jualifications as ‘dark- 
skinned’, ‘ red-(‘yed ’ and tlu* like as belonging to the pcTforiner, are 
indofinitt', and an* not in keeping with the* actual slate of things; • 
any indication by the' name of a country would be (‘qually indefinite. 
Because as a matter of fact, (wen in the country ‘where the soil is dark*, 
there are many pc'ople who do not perform the aet^ (of the Ahnlnaihuha ), — 
and converst'ly men residing in a country with otlu^r characteristics (than 
the dark soil) actually do perform it. — Thus then, there could b<* no restric- 
tion through the name of the country. 

As for the ‘ground sloping eastward’, its connec^tion with the Vaishvn’ 
deva sacrifice has been fixed by the V^eda itself (hence its case is not analo- 
gous to that of the Customs under discussion). 

[Sutras IT) and D) have been taken by KumSrila as also embodying an inde- 
j)eadent Adhikarana^ rloaling with tho authority of such locally-a<“cepted Dhanna- 
ahastraa as those of (iautania, Shahkha-Likhita and the like. There arises a doubt 
regarding the exact nature of tho authority of these, — because in actual prafitice the 
work of (fautama and of (fobhila are followed only by /SSmovedirw, - the work of 
Vcishrstlui only by RgvedinSy —Wiom of Shankha-Likhita only by the Vajasaneyu 
Shukla-Y ajurvedins,- The Purvapakm is that “these works cannot bo put in the 
same category as the universally recognised Smrtis of Manu an<l others; thiMr 
authority must be limited.”-- The Siddhanta is that on account of tho universal 
character of the injunctions contained in tho works in cpiestion, these must lie 
accepted as applicable to all persons who are capable of acting up to them ; as 
the said Smrtis themselves do not contain any words that would limit their 
operation, the Vedic texts also that would be assumed in support of them would 
not contain any such restrictive word; hence there can be nothing to justify any 
restrictions being placed upon the iS^mrfi-works in question.] 



ADHiKARAijrA (9) : Treating of the Grammatical Smrtis. 

SUTRA (24). 

I PiTrvapak.^a I — “Inasmuch as there is no injunction 

KEOARDINti THEIR USE, TOERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRIC- 
TION IN REOARD TO WoRUS/’ 

[Works dealing with grammar have also been classed under * Smrtis". 
The use and authority of these is now discussed. The Brhaix has raised an 
objection against introducing this topic here. It says — ‘What has the 
authoritative or unauthoritative character of the Grammatical rules got to 
do with the authority of the Veda, which is the sole subject-matter of the 
present ad hyd ya ’t — if the corrupt forms of words, as ^ gavi\ etc., 

were really expressive and eternal, what effect would that have upon 
the V\‘dic Injunction ? — The answer that the Brhatl supplies is that if 
there were no restrictions regarding the exact form in which a word denotes 
a certain thing, then the comprehension of V^edic texts would be vague and 
indefinite, and thert' would be no <;ertainty regarding a certain w ord being 
expressive of a certain thing; and this vagueness and uncertainty would 
shake the authority and trustworthy character of the A'eda itself. The rxiles 

of Grammar however help us to know in wdmt particular form the word 

‘horse’ for instance —really denotes the particular thing, horse; and thus 
they h('lp us to obtain a detiniti' idea of th(‘ moaning of V^edic Texts.) 

Bhasya . 

I’liis Adhikarana is going to dc^al w ith tht‘ case of such w ords as ^ gauh ’ 
(the grammatically correct Sanskrit word) and ^ gdvi \ * gonl\ ^ gopotalikd ' 
and other corrupt (Vernacular) forms of the Sanskrit word. 

The question to consider is — Are, or are not, the corrupt forms ‘ gavi ; 
and the rest rightly expressive of the atiimal with the dewlap (the cow), 
in the same manner as the correct form ‘ gauh ’ is ? That is, is it only 
the one (Sanskrit) word, which has behind its vise an unbroken trewlition, 
that is rightly expressive of the thing and all the rest are mere corrupt forma 
of it ? Or are they all equally eternal (in their expressive potency)!? 

The Purvapakpa view is as follows : — “ They are all equally expressive 
and eternal. — Why ? — Because there is eM5tual cognition ; the animal unth 
the dewlap is cognised through the corrupt words ‘ gdv% ’ and the rest ; this 
shows that even a hundred years back the expressive relation between 
these words and the said animal was there ; and so on and on backwards 
which establishes their beginningless (eternal) character. Nor is there 
any originator of this relationship (between the corrupt word and its 
meaning),— as has been fully established.— From all this it follows that all 
the words (the original Sanskrit and the corrupt Vernacular) are correct, — 
people should make use of all of them, — because they all serve the purpose 
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of expressing the meaning ; and they are to be treated as synonymous in the 
same manner as the Sanskrit words * hasta \ * pani\ and ‘ kara * are. — In fact 
words are used for a definite purpose (that of expressing their meaning), and 
not for any transcendental result. Nor is there any injunction regarding 
their use. Hence there can be no such restriction 6^s that only one is correct 
and the others incorrect”. 


SUTRA (25). 

[Siddhanta] — Because its utterance is dub to (human) 

EFFORT, THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF SLIPS, 

Bhasya. 

It is with a considerable effort that people pronounce words : for in- 
stance, (in every act of utterance) the wind rises from the navel, expands 
in the chest, undergoes evolutions in the throat, strikes the head, turns 
back and spreading over the regions of the mouth, renders manifest the 
various sounds. In tliis (long drawn-out process) there is every possibility of 
the utterer making slips; just as a man falls in the mud, when he thinks 
that he is falling on dry ground ; or he touches a thing twice while ho thinks 
of touching it only once , — The utterance and use of the corrupt words may 
have originated from such slips, — and they need not necessarily be taken as 
having an unbroken tradition behind them. 


SUTRA (26). 

It is NOT REASONABLE TO HAVE SEVERAL WORDS (tO DENOTE 
THE SAME THINC). 

BMsya. 

It is not reasonable to hold that ‘ there are similar words having the 
same meaning and all having an unbroken tradition (of usage) behind 
them ’. Because tliis view is held entirely on the strength of the fact that we 
find the corrupt words bringing about the cognition of the thing denoted;— 
but this cognition can be explained as coming about through the correct 
word itself which is brought to the mind by its similarity (to the corrupt 
word pronounced); [the word * gdvl\ e.g. brings to mind the correct word 
^ gauh' or *gdvah\ which brings about the cognition of the thing denoted, 
cow ,^ — Thus then, we conclude that among all the words cited, there is only 
one (‘ gauh ’) w'^hich is beginningless (eternal), all the rest are corrupt forms. 

In the case of the synonyms * ha8tah\ * karah\ * j)dnih\ the connection 
of every one of them with the thing denoted is beginningless, — such being 
the teaching of authoritative teachers [ctccording to whom all these words €ire 
grammatically correct; while *gdvi\ *gonl\ etc., are not grammatically 
correct]. 


8 
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SHABARA-BHi§YA : 


SUTRA (27). 

On this point, the truth can be ascertained ‘through close 

ATTENTION ’ [OR, ‘ THROUGH THE APPLICATION OF CERTAIN 
GENERAL PRINCIPLES* — ACC. TO TantravaHika]. 

Bhasya. 

“But how aro we to ascertain the truth in this matter (as to which 
word is correct and which incorrect) ? ” 

The Sutra says that this can be ascertained (easily). — People desirous of 
gaming an end aro found to he prone to close attention; (in the case of 
persons desirous of retaining the correct form of a word) wo find that those 
who give close attention keep on repeating (that word), and thus it becomes 
possible for thorn to r(3tain it in their memory. It is a fact that we see in our 
experience that what is frequently repeated is not lost hold of (forgotten). — 
Hence that form of the word is to bo accepted as ‘ correct ’ which is declared 
to be * correct ’ by people who have given this closer attention to it. 


SUTRA (28). 

People are unable (to pronounce the correct word; — and 

YET THE MRANIN(J IS EXPRESSED) BECAUSE OF THE 
SIMILARITY (of THE CORRUPT TO THE 
CORRECT word). 

Bhasya. 

It has been urged by the Purvapakain that “ as a matter of fact, even 
from the corrupt words ‘ gdvl ’ and the rest, the meaning is comprehended, 
conseqviently, the relationship of these also to that meaning should be re- 
garded as eternal.” — But the fact of the matter is that when a corrupt word 
is uttered, it is a sign of incapacity ; that the man desiring to pronounce the 
word ' gauh \ pronounces it, through some incapacity, as ‘ gdvl and yet the 
other person hearing the word thus pronounced realises that this man 
wishes to speak of the animal with the dewlap, andito that end he wishes to 
utter the word ‘ ga\ih *, but pronounces it as ‘ gam — Now other people who 
have heard the word thiis uttered and imderstood as denoting the animal 
%mth the dewlap, come to use the form * gdm^ when they themselves wish 
to speak of that animal ; — and it is thus that the corrupt words * gdvl ’ and 
the rest come to bring about the cognition of the animal with the dewlap ; — 
this is rendered possible by the fact that the word * gdvl ’ is similar to the 
correct word * gauh \ 
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In the case of the wrong use of affixes, (the comprehension 
OF the meaning of the word) is due to the fact of 
A PART (of the incorrect WORD, i.e. THE BASE) 

BEING THE SAME (AS THAT OF THE 
CORRECT word). 

Bhdsya. 

In those cases also where a word is used with a wrong affix, the compre- 
hension of the meaning is due to the same (similarity) ; e.g. when one says 
^ashmakaih dgachchhdfni* (instead of * ashmakebhyah dgachchhdmP' in the 
sense of ‘I am coming from the Aahmaka country’), the fact of the basic 
term ‘ ashmaka ’ being common brings to the mind of the hearer the correct 
word ^ ash'tnakebhyah' (with the Ablative affix), and then only docs he com- 
prehend the right meaning (‘I am coming from the Ashmaka country*). — 
Similarly when wo come across the corrupt form ‘ (jdvl we art^ reminded of 
the correct term * go \ and thence the animal with the deicUip becomes compre- 
hended. 



Adhikaraija (10 A) : The Word in the Veda and the 
thing spoken of hy it are the same as those in 
common parUxnce. 

SUTRA (30). 

[(a) SiddhInta of Adhikarana A] — The meaning (and the Worb) 

MUST BE ONE AND THE SAME, AS THUS ALONE ARE INJUNCTIONS 
OF ACTIONS possible; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
DIFFERENTIATION (BETWEEN THE TWO). 

Bhdsya, 

Now there arises the question — Are the words ‘ gauh ’ and the rest ex- 
pressive of the Class or of the Individual ? 

(Before this question c€in be answered) wo have to investigate the ques- 
tion — are the words in the Veda the same as those used in common parlance 
or different ? Are they denotative of the same things as in common par- 
lance or different ones ? 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows ; — “ The words in the Veda 
are different from those in common parlance, and their meanings also are 
different. — ^Why ? — Because they are named differently and their forms also 
are different. The difference in their naming is apparent in such statements 
as ‘These words and expressions are Vaidika and those others are laukika\ 
In the Veda we find the statement that * Agni killed the Vrttras' {^gveda 
6. 10. 34); and the form of this word *agni' (as denoting lr\dra) must be 
different from that of the word * agni ’ as used in common parlance (as denot- 
ing Fire ), — The words being different, the things spoken of (by means of those 
words) must also be different. Further, we meet with the statement that 
‘ Utkina vai devagatxi vahantU (Apastamba — Shrauta-Sutra 11. 7. 6), — which 
means ‘ the cows that belong to the deities move on their backs ’ ; and from 
tliis statement it follows that the emimals spoken of by the word * go^ (in 
‘ gfavd ’) are those that walk on their hacks', and thus it is clear that the thing 
denoted by the word ‘ gauh * in the Veda is different from that spoken of by 
that word in common parlance. Similarly, there is another statement — 
* Dlvlhhyo vanaspate havimsi hiranyaparna pradivaste artham* (Taittirlya- 
Brdhrnaryx 3. 6. 11. 2), from which it follows that the thing spoken of in the 
Veda by the word *varmspatV is a divinity with golden leaves. Again, we 
have the statement * Btat vai daivyam madhu yad ghrtain\ where the word 
‘ ghrta ’ h€bs been used in the sense of Honey . — From all these it is clear that 
the meanings of words used in the Veda are different (from those of the 
same words as used in common pcwlfttice).” 

The Siddhdnta in answer to the above is as follows : — 

The words in the Veda are the scnne as those in common parlance, and 
the tilings expressed by them are also the same. — Why ? — Because thus 
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alone are injunctions of actions possible; it is possible to have an injunc- 
tion of action, only when the words are the same and the things denoted by 
them are the same. If the two sets of words were different, then their 
meanings could not be understood (by ordinary men). Hence the two sots 
of words must be the same. 

“ What you are pointing out is the useful purpose served by the 
two being the same ; please point out some reason for regarding them as the 
same.” 

This reason is provided by the next clause in the Sutra — * avibhagdt\ 
* became there is no differentiation between the two * ; that is, we do not 
perceive any difference between the words in the Veda and those in common 
parlance ; hence it follows that the words are one and the same. Similarly 
we comprehend the same things denoted by the words in the Veda as those 
denoted by those in common parlance ; and hence we declare that these 
also are not different. — As regards the argument that (a) (in the Veda) those 
animals are called cows which move on their backs — (b) honey is called 
^ yhrta' — and (c) ‘ vanaspatV is the name given to which luis golden 
leaves, — there are no such statements (in the Veda) as that ‘ those animals are 
to be called go which move on their betcks ’ ; all that the statement says is that 
‘the cows move on their backs’. If this statement wore taken as predi- 
cating the ‘ gotm ’ (th(* character of cow, of those that move on their backs), 
then the clause ‘ move on the backs * would be a mere reiteration (a reference 
to something already known) ; and yet no such animals are known as ‘ move 
on their hacks ’ ; [any reference to those therefore being not possiblel it will 
thus be necessary to take this ‘ moving on the back ’ as the predicate of the 
sentence ; and if that is the predicate, then the ‘ character of the cow * could 
not be the predicate ( of the same sentenc.e) ; as in that case there would be 
a syntactical split. — Further, if the words of the Veda wore different from 
those in common parlance, then we could not ever comprehend the mean- 
ings of the words ‘ uttdndh ’ (on their backs) and the rest found in the Veda; 
so that it would be all the more impossible for us to comprehend the 
‘ character of the cow which also is unknown to us (and which forms 
the predicate of the Vedic sentence containing the words *uttdnuh\ etc.). 
— Nor is the statement of the ‘ cows moving on their backs ’ quite meaning- 
less and useless ; because it could be taken as serving the useful purpose of 
commendation. — These same considerations apply to the case of the other 
two statements — regarding Honey being spoken of as Qhrta, and the golden- 
leaf ed thing being spoken of as ‘ Vanaspati ’. — From all this it follows that 
the words and their meanings are the same in the Veda and in common 
parlance. 


[This same sutra 30 is also taken as embodying the Purvapaksa of the 
following Adhikarana 10 B.] 



ADHiKABAiirA (lOB): Words denote Glasses. 

SUTRA (30). 

[PObvapak.^a — “ (a) [WoEDS cannot denote Class], as if they 

DID SO, NO INJUNCTION OF ACTIONS WOULD BE POSSIBLE *, — 

(6) [Nor can Words denote both Class and 
Individual, because] a Word can have only 
one meanino ; — (c) [As for the notion of 
Class that arises from the word] 
that is due to the fact that 
THE two [Class and 
Individual) are 
inseparable 

Bhasya. 

If (i.e. admitting that) the things denoted by words in connnon 
parlance are the same (as those denoted by them in the Veda), there 
arises the further question — Is it the Class or the Ind ividual that is denoted 
by the word ? 

But first of all we have to consider — what is ‘ Class ’ and what is 
* Individual * ? 

Among Substances, Qualities and Actions — that factor which is common 
to several individuals is the * Class’, and that which possesses certain specific 
(uncommon) characteristics is the ‘ Individual 

“ Why then should there be a doubt (regarding the meaning of 
words)? ” 

Because when the word ‘ gaufC (‘ cow ’) is pronounced, there appears the 
notion of the Class, and yet it is the Individual that is connected with 
actions. 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows : — 

“ It is the Individual that is denoted by the word — Why ? — Because if 
they did, no injunction of action would be possibles i.e. if words denoted the 
Class, there could be no injunction of such actions as killing, washing, 
cutting and so forth [as none of these actions could be done to the entire 
Class'], 

It might be argued that “ in cases where the utterance of the word 
would otherwise become entirely useless, the word may be taken as denoting 
the Individual, but in all other cases it should be taken as denoting the 
Class'\ — But it has been already pointed out (as the conclusion of Adhi- 
karana 10 A) that it is not right to have the same word denoting several 
things. 

“ ‘ How then does the notion of the Class appear (when a W'ord is pro^ 
nounced) ? ’ 

The answer to this is that the Class would be the distinguishing feature 
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of the Individual denoted by the word, the idea being that * the animal that 
has this Class (Ccmimmalty or generic character) is the cow {gavh) ; ’ — Just as 
we have the idea that ‘ the man who has the stick is the stickler *, and yet the 
word * stickler does not denote the sticky so also in the case in question 
(though we have the idea that * the animal that has this Class or generic 
character is|the cow yet the word ‘ cow * does not denote the said Classy* 

SUTRA (31). 

[PuRVAPAK§A — continued] — “Also because there would be no 

WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF (QUALITIES AS) SUBSISTING IN 

Substances/’ 

Bhdsya. 

“The term * dmvyashahda' (in the sutra) stands for * dravydshraya- 
shabda*. i.e. ‘word for, — i.e. expressive of — that of which substance is the 
substratum, — i.e. the Quality, [which is what subsists in substances].* — If 
words denoted the ClasSy then there would bo no word expressive of 
qualities, — such as we have in the expressions ‘ six cows are to be given ’, 
‘ twelve COW'S are to bo given’, * twenty-four cows are to be given’ ; hero, (if 
the wwd ‘cows’ denoted the Class) no connection with such a Class of 
the numbers six and the rest w^ould be possible. — From this it follows that 
words do not denote the Class.'* 

[The Tnntraixlrtika — Trans, p. 340 — has construed this Sutra somewhat 
differently.] 

SUTRA (32). 

[POrvapaksa — concluded] — “ And also because we find the 
WORD ‘another' used." 

Bhdsya. 

“ Wo meet with such Vedic texts as — ‘ If the animal consecrated runs 
away, then one should secure another animal t)f the same colour and of the 
same age — Now, if words denoted the Class, then there could be no * secur- 
ing of another animal ’, as the other animal also would belong to the same 
Class as the one that has run aw'ay [and hence it should bo spoken of as the 
same, not as another]. 

“ From all this it follows that Words denote Individuals." 

SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is the class (that is denoted), 

AS IT IS that which SERVES THE PURPOSES OF ACTIONS. 


The particle Hu',* in reality ’, sets aside the aforesaid view. 

It is the Class that is denoted by the word . — Why ? — Because it is that 
which serves the purposes of actions. The injunction ‘ Shyinactitam chinvita ' 
* one should erect the altar like the Shyena ’ is possible only with reference 
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to the claaa (the commonalty); i.e. if the word *Shyejm' denotes the 
claee. If it denoted an individual akyena bird, — then, inasmuch as it would 
be impossible for the performer to make or produce any individual bird, — 
the injunction would be laying down something impossible, and hence it would 
be meaningless or futile. Hence the word ‘ Shyena ’ must denote the Claaa, — 
[In this context, the term * alcrii ' could best be rendered as ‘ configuration ’ and 
as this also is a factor that is common to all individuals, we would have adopted 
it ; but the Tantravartika having rleclared (Translation, pp. 330 and 331) that * ahrti ’ 
does not stand for the ahape^ it has been thought advisable to stick to the one 
uniform rendering * class *.] 

Says the Opponent — ** It would be possible (according to the Injunction 
quoted) to perform the erecting of the altar by means of the individual birds 
(killed and collected together) 

But the sentence does not speak of the Shyena as the inatrument ; in 
fact, the word * Shyena ’ speaks of what is desired to he brought about ; — the 
meaning of the injunction being that ‘ the Shyena should be brought about by 
the erecting * ; and this would give sense only if the word ‘ shyena ’ denoted 
the class. 

Says the Opponent — “ In fact in both cases, the accomplishment of the 
action is equally impossible. — For instance, (a) the class cannot be taken as 
denoted by the word ; — why ? — because if the class were denoted, then no 
action would be possible — in the case of such injunctions as ‘one should 
sprinkle water on the Vrihi-corn^ (cf. Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 5. 4); [it would he 
impossible to sprinkle water on the entire class of the corn] ; — (6) the Indi- 
vidual also cannot be taken as denoted by the word ; — if the word denoted 
individuals, no action would be possible, — as we find in the case of the 
injunction ‘ Shyenachltam chinvlta \ ‘ one should erect the altar like the 
Shyena’. — If it be urged that in the case of the sprinkling of water on the 
coruj the Class (directly denoted by the word) indirectly indicates the 
individtial corns, — then in the case of the erecting of the altar also, we 
could say that the Individual (directly denoted by the word) indirectly 
indicates the Class, — Under the circumstances, which of the two views is 
more reasonable ? ” 

Our answer is that it is more reeisonable to take the word as denot- 
ing the Claaa, — If the w ord denoted an Individual, then it could not be used 
in reference to another Individual; — if it could be used in reference to 
another Individual, then it cannot be held to denote an Individual ; — be- 
cause an Individual is that which is free from all those characteristics that 
are common ; [so that if a word is applicable in common to tw^o things, then 
those things cannot be regarded as Individ/uals, in the real sense of the term]. 

Says the Opponent — “ Our answer is that what has been urged does not 
vitiate our position : because when the word w^ould be applied to another 
Individual, it would apply to it only as free from all common character^ 
iatica'\ 

But if it does apply to another individual even as free from all common 
characteriatica, then that (application of the one word to the two individuals) 
itself would constitute two common oheuracteristics (belonging to the two 
individuals). 
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“Not so”, — says the Opponent, — “that thing is an Individual which is 
the substratum of generic properties as well as of certain specific properties ; 
and the word that denotes an Individual is not applied either to the generic 
property or to the specific property ; it denotes only the svibstratum of these 
two; and hence there is nothing incongruous in the word being applied to 
another Individual ; and yet it does not become a generic property ; [when 
the word ‘cow’ is applied to one cow, it denotes that particular as the 
substratum of the generic chartKiter *cow-ness’, as also of the specific pro- 
perties of that particular cow ; similarly when it is applied to another cow, 
it denotes that second cow as the substratum of the same generic property 
‘ cowness,’ as also of the specific properties of that second cow ; in this way 
the denotation of the word varying wdtli each particular cow, the word or 
its application cannot constitute a common cliaracteristic.y" 

If the word ‘ cow ’ could be applied to another cow also, [because it is 
something free from all common character iatics^ then, why is not that same 
word ‘ cow ’ applied to an individual horse, which also is something free from 
all common characteristics ? 

Says the Opponent — “ The word would be applied only to such things to 
which it has been found to be applied in actual usage, and not to any and 
everything ; and as a matter of fact, the word * cow ’ has never been foun<l 
to be applied to any individual Horse; for that simple reason the word 
*cow' ’ could not be applied to the Horse". 

If a word is to be applied to only that thing to which it has been fouml 
to have been actually applied in usages, — then the word ‘ cow * could not bo 
applied for the first time to the cow (calf) just born, os the word has never 
before been found to have been applied to that particular calf. Nor in this 
case, would it be possible to have any such comprehensive (or common) 
notion as ‘ this is a cow, — and that also is a cow ’ ; the notion that we would 
have would bo ‘ this is a cow’ — or that is a cow — As a matter of fact, we 
have the comprehensive notion (of ‘ cow’) oven with regard to the particular 
cow that we have* never seen before. From this it follows that it cannot 
be accepted that the application of the word ‘ cow ’ to the Individual is 
dependent upon actual usage. 

Says the Opponent — “In that case, (our explanation would be that) it 
is the nature of the potency (of the word) that it is applicable to one indi- 
vidual and not to another individual. Just as it is in the nature of things 
that Fire is hot and Water is cool, so would it be in the case in question 
also.’* 

This will not do, we reply. Certainly a word is never understood to be 
applicable to one individual and not to another (without any det<^rmining 
factor). 

“ But the *cow-ne8s^ (the class ‘cow’) would be the determining factor 
(in the case of the word ‘cow’); the word ‘cow’ being applicable to only 
that individual wherein ‘ cow-mss' (class ‘ cow ’) subsists.” 

If that is so, then, what would be cognised (as denoted by the word) 
would be a qualified Individual (i.e. the Individual qualified by the class 
‘cow’); and if it is the qualified Individual that is denoted, then, the quali- 
fying factor (class ‘cow’) should be one that has been already cognised 
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before ; because until the qualifying factor has been already cognised, people 
can never have any notion of the thing qualified by that factor. 

** All right ; the word will denote the Claaa as the qualifying factor, and 
the Individual as the qualified factor; there is no such law that the Indi- 
vidual cannot be denoted by the word that denotes the Claea, or that the 
Class cannot be denoted by the word that denotes the Individual ; so that 
both could be denoted by both ; which of the two. Class or Individual, is the 
primary factor in the connotation, and which the secondary, will depend upon 
the intention of the speaker ; if one intends to speak of the Class as the 
secondary factor, then he would speak of the Individ'val as the primary 
factor,” 

This cannot be so; between the two (Class and Individual) there could 
be a relation of primary and secondary only if both were denoted by the 
word. But if the Class is really comprehended as denoted by the word, then 
we cannot say that * the Individual also is denoted by the word’. — Why ? — 
Because the Class is permanently related to the Individunl ; so that when the 
Class, as the one relative, is cognised, the cognition of the other relative 
(Individual) would naturally follow. That the Individual is cognised on tlie 
utterance of the word is a fact evident to everyone; but what is not 
evident is the distinction as to whether the cognition of the Imlividnal 
follows directly from the Word itself, or from the Class (which is first donot(*d 
by the Word). This can be ascertained only by induction (by reasoning 
based upon affirmative and negative premises), as follows : — (a) Even without 
the Word being uttered, if one cognises the Glass, he necessarily cognises the 
Individual also (affirmative premise) ; (6) even on the word being uttered, if, 
by reason of some mental derangement, the man fails to cognise the Class, 
then he fails to cognise the Individual also (negative promise) ; — [and the 
irresistible conclusion from those premises is that it is the Class that is 
denoted by the Word, and the cognition of the Individual follows only from 
the cognition of the Class.] 

“ Well, the meaning of the Word may consist in the Class as qualified 
by the Individual'^ 

In that case, if the Class were cognised as qualified by one Individual, 
it could not be cognised as qualified by another Individual. 

From all this it follows that the Word is the direct cause of the 
cognition of the Class, and that the cognition of the Class is the cause of the 
cognition of the Individual. 

“ [We do not deny that the Class is denoted by the word], what we 
mean is that it is denoted as the secondary factor (the Individual being 
denoted as the primary fax 3 tor).” 

The fact of the Class being the secondary factor does not militate 
against our view ; all that we mean is that in every case the Class is 
denoted; whether it is denoted as the secondary or the primary factor 
depends upon the purpose (and intention) of the speaker: if the Class is 
spoken of with a view to itself, then the Cto««''is the primary factor; if^ 
on the other hand, it is spoken of, not with a view to itself, but to some- 
thing else, then it is of course the secondary factor. But the Word has got 
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nothing to do in this matter (of the Class being the primary or the 
secondary factor). 

The Opponent takes up another position. — “In the case of the word 
* danil * (‘ stick-er ‘ the man with the stick *) we find that the word ‘ dandt 
does not denote the sticky and yet what is comprehended as denoted by the 
word is one qiuiUfied by the stick'; in the same manner^ in the case in 
question also, even though the Class is not denoted by the Word, yet what 
would be comprehended as denoted by the Word would be the Individual 
qualified by the Class". 

This is not well said. It is true that the stick is not denoted by the 
word ‘ dandt ’ ; but there is no cognition of the dandl, the man with the stick, 
until the stick has been cognjised ; ‘ then again, the term ^ danda' {* stick") 
forms part of ‘the term * dandt" (‘the man with the stick’), and it is this 
term ‘ danda " which has brought about the cognition of the stick ; so that the 
statement remains unchallenged that ' the qualified is cognised only on the 
cognition of the qualifying factor — But in the case of the word ‘ (fo " 
(‘ cow ’), there is no part of the word which would he denotative of the 
Class., and another (part or whole) would be denotative of the Individual, — 
on the strength of which it could be said that “ the class is comprehended 
from that part of the word, and the whole word ‘ yo " is not expressive of the 
Class"', — Further, in the case of the word * dandt" , it has been found 
that the word ^ dandt" (‘man with the stick’) is mwer used in the sense 
of the stick; in the case in question, on the other hand, it is not that 
the word ‘. 70 ’ is never used in the sense of th(‘ Class, It is with a view 
to this that it has been sho^\n above (Text, p. 80, lino 21) that the word 
‘ Shyena " denotes the Class only. 

Thus then, (a) from affirmative and negative pn^mises, and (b) from 
the fact that the word ^ shyena" is used even when there is no connection 
with any individual shyena, — it follows that the Word is expressive of the 
Class. 

In the case of the word * Vrihi" (Corn) also, the word is never found 
to be used with reference to any individual Vrihi, without some connection 
with the Class * Vrihi", 

From all this we conclude that the view that the Word, denotes the 
Class is the most reasonable one. 

SUTRA (34). 

If it is URdED — (a) that “ no action would be possible — 

(b) that “there could be no injunction of ‘another’”, 

— AND (c) that “there WOULD BE NO WORDS EXPRESSIVE 
OF QUALITIES AS RESIDING IN SUBSTANCE ”, — [THEN 
THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING 

Sutra,] 

Bhdaya, 

It has been urged above by the Purvapaksin — (a) that “there would 
be no action consequent upon the injunction ‘ sprinkle water on Vrihi " ” 
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{Sutra 30), — (6) that there would be no word expressive of qualities as 
subsisting in substances ” as we find in the texts * Six cows are to be 
given, etc.’ — (Sutra 31), — and (c) that “there would be no injunction of 
* another ’, — as we find in the texts, ‘ another animal of the same colour, etc.’ 
(Sutra 32) — All this has got to be answered. [And this is what is going to 

be done in the following Sutra\ 

SUTRA (35). 

As WORDS DENOTE CLASSES [AND THROU(JH THESE, ALSO INDIVIDUALS] 
THERE WOULD BE NO DISSOCIATION (OF INDIVIDUALS FROM 

ACTIONS). 

Bhasya. 

(a) Inasmuch as the Word denotes the Class, the action would pertain 
to that Individual which is related to that Class ; for instance, in the ease 
of the sentence ‘sprinkles water on Vrlhi'' what is enjoined as to be done 
is the sprinklinff with water, of a certain substance ; — over which sub- 
stance ? — over that substance which is conducive to the accomplishment 
of the sacrifice ; because the sprlnkliug is for the purpose of bringing about a 
transcendental result. The sprinkling could not be enjoined as to be done 
over the Class, because no sprinkling of a Class would be possible. So what 
happens in this case is that the word ‘ Vrlhi \ which is really expressive of 
the Class, is used for the purpose of qualifying (indicating) the receptacle 
of the action of sprinkling water i and the word will naturally denote the 
Class, and tliis Class, on being cognised, would qualify (and indicate) 
the receptacle of the action of sprinkling water. Thus there would be 
nothing incongruous in regarding the Word as denoting the Class, 

(h) Similarly in the case of the text ‘ Six cows are to be given as the 
sacrificial fee ’, what it is intended to be declared is the number of that sub- 
stance which is to bo given as the sacrificial fee, and the word ‘cows’, as 
denoting the Class, serves to (pialify (and indicate) that substance, 

(o) Lastly, in the case of the injunction of ‘another animal’, what is 
meant to be spoken of as ‘ another ’ is the substitute for what has been lost, 
and hence the word ‘ animal ’, which denotes the Class, serves to qualify (and 
indicate) by that Class, the said substitute. 

Thus it is established that all such words as ‘ cow ’, ‘ horse ’ and 
the like are denotative of the Class, 


Thus ends Pdda Hi — the Smrtipdda — of Adhydya I, 



ADHYlYA I. 

PADA IV. 

Treating of the Names of Sacrifices, 

Adhikaraista (1) : Words like ‘ Udbhid^ are names of 

sacrifices. 

8UTRA (1). 

[E^rvapakjja] — “ It has been expi^ined that the Veda serves 
THE PURPOSE OF ACTIONS; THEREFORE THE WHOLE (VeDA) 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVINIJ THAT PURPOSE.’' 

Bhastja, 

[It has been established that the Veda is the only means of knowinj^ Dharma ; 
that is, the knowledge of what we ought to do can be obtained only from the Vedic 
texts. Of Vedic texts, there are several kinds —(o) there is one which directly 
enjoins the act to be done or fotbids the act to be avoided ; — (6) there is the decla- 
matory (commendatory or condemnatory) declaration, which has been shown to be 
useful in helping us to obtain a knowledge of our duty by commending the act 
enjoined or condemning the act forbidden, and thereby prompting us to 
activity ;-~(c) then there arc the MantrcLa (Invocations), which have been shown to 
serve the purpose of indicating certain details of the act that has been enjoined ; — 
{(1) in addition to these wo find in the Veda certain words and jihrasos the exact 
purpose and meaning of which are not so clear as those of the texts dealt with under 
the above three hcsAls. For instance, there is the text ‘ UdbhidS yajSta * ; the 
meaning of this sentence is not clear; as the exact signification of the teiTn 
‘ Udbhid' is doubtful.— The present PddaiB going to deal with texts of this latter 
kind.] 

Wo meet with such Vedic texts as — *Udbhidd yajeta\ ‘one should 
sewrifice with the Udbhid' (Tandya-Bralmmna 19. 7. 2); * Balabhidd yajetUy 
(Ibid. 19. 7. 1); * Abhijitd yajeta', * Viahvajitd yajeta ', — In regard to these 
there arises the question — Are these terms, ‘ Udbhid \ (‘ Balabhid *, ‘ Abhijit 
and ‘ Vishvajit') meant to enjoin certain sacrificial accessories ? Or are they 
the rhames of certain sacrifices ? — “ Why should such a question arise at all ? ” 
— Because from the sentence as it stands, both the meanings are doducible ; 
from the syntax of the sentence, the term ‘ Udhhidd' (‘with the Udbhid') is 
related to the verb * Yajeta' (‘should sacrifice’); now this syntactical 
connection between the two words may be either appoaitional , — the meaning 
being that ‘one should sacrifice with the sacrifice named Udbhid ' ^ — or 
non-appositionalf — the meaning being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice 
with the Udbhid as the substance offered’. — ^The sentence thus admitting 
of both these constructions, there naturally arises a doubt (as to which is the 
correct interpretation). 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ It has already 
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been explained by us that the Veda serves the purpose of actions ; one part of it 
consists of Vidhif Injunction, which makes known things not already 
known; e.g. * Somena yajeta" (‘One should sacrifice with the Soma’); — (6) 
another part of it consists of the Arthavdda, Declamatory Passage, which 
eulogises and commends the Injunction ; e.g. ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity ’ 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 1. 1) ; — (c) another part is Mantra, the Invocational 
Passage, which indicates (brings to mind) the enjoined thing at the 
time of the performance; e.g. ^ Varhirdevasadanan ddmi\ (‘I am lopping 
grass, the seat of the gods’ — Maitra. Sam. 1. 1. 2. 1), and so forth. — 
From this it follows that the terms in question — ‘ Udbhid' and the rest — 
should serve one of those throe purposes. But they cannot be Arthava^ 
das, because an Arthavdda always appears as a supplement to something that 
has been enjoined. — ^Nor can they be Mantras, as there is no such thing to be 
indicated (at the time of performance) as is spoken of in the words under 
consideration. — The only possible alternative left by elimination thus is 
that the words bo taken as injunction of accessories ) i.c. what is enjoined 
(by the word ^ Udbhidu') is that ‘ tho sacrifice is to bo pt^rformed with 
Udbhid as an accessory (i.e. substance of oftering)’ ; and the reasons for the 
acceptances of this alternative are — (a) that it is in keeping with a well-recog- 
nised fact, (6) that the injunction of accessories serv(‘s a distinctly useful 
purpose, and (c) that it serves to prompt men to tho particular cour.se of 
action. [It also fulfils the condition of Injunctions, in that it makes known 
something not already known, as] tho fact of tho Udbhid being of use in a 
sacrifice is not known among people; nor has it been declared in tho Veda 
(anywhere else). — Hence tho texts in questions must be injunctions of 
accessories. — An objection may be raised — ‘If the sentence in question 
is tho injunction of an accessory, then there is no injunction of the action 
(of sacrificing) itself (whereat the accessory could be used) ; and so long as the 
action itself is not enjoined, any injunction of acce.ssories for that action 
would be entirely useless.’ — Our answer to this is that it is not so; the 
injunction of tho accessory (by the sentence in question) would be useful, 
in so far as it would be enjoining the particular accessory for tho Primarv' 
Sacrifice Jyotistoma (which is the archetype of all /^j'o/m-sacritices). If the 
word in question if Udbhid') were only tho name of tho sacrifice, then 
* Udbhidd yajeta' (‘should offer the (7d6Afd-sacrifice ’) would be synony- 
mous with * Yajita ’ (‘ should sacrifice’) ; [as Udbhid would be only the name 
of the sacrifice] ; so that the presence of tho word ‘ U dbhidd ’ in the sentence 
would make no difference in the activity prompted by the injunction. If, 
on the other hand, the word is taken as enjoining an accessory, then through 
tho addition of this accessory, the words ^Udbhid' and the like would 
be providing additional information and thus serve a distinctly useful 
purpose. — ^From all this it follows that all these words are injunctions of 
accessories.” 

In answer to tliis Purvapakaa we have tho following Siddhdnta — 
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[SiDDHANTAl — In REALITY, THAT TERM MUST BE A NaME 
‘ WHICH, AT FIRST, APPEARS AS NEW ’ [OR, ‘ OF THAT 
SACRIFICE WHICH BRINGS ABOUT AN Apvrm, A 
TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT*], — BECAUSE IT CANNOT 
BE INJUNCTIVE (OF ANYTHING). 

Bhasya. 

The phrase * api vd\ * in reality'*, rejects the above Piirvajiakm, 

The term must he a name — we declare; — ^because it is only thus that 
the term would enjoin something not already enjoined, — i.e. a sacrifice 
other than the Jyotistoma ; — and the Vedic text also would directly mention 
a s€fccrifico. Otherwise, (i.e. if the term were not a name, but an injunction 
of accessories), the text speaking of the ‘ Udbhid* and other things would 
indirectly indicate that act at which the Udbhid is used, the meaning of tli(» 
sentence ‘ Udbhidu yajeta^ being that ‘one should bring about (the result) 
by means of that sacrifice at which the Udbhid is used * ; — that ‘ one should 
bring about the result by means of the sacrifice ’ is what is meant by the term 
‘ should sacrifice ’ (‘ Yajela ') ; — ‘ Yaga, ’ ‘ the sacrifice,’ is an instrument ; — the 
Udbhid also is an instrument, as it is spoken of by means of a word with the 
instrumental ending Udbhuld'*), Thus then, if we construe * Udbhkld 
yrtjeta* as ‘ Udbhidd ydgerui kurydt\ and take the term ‘ Udbhid' occurring 
in the term ^Udbhidd' with the Instrumental ending, as the name of the 
sacrifice, Ydga, which is expressed by the term ‘ Ydgena which also has tJu^ 
instrumental ending, — then the co-ordination between the two terms (‘ Ud- 
bhidd ’ and ‘ yd(/eaa ’) becomes quite logical. On the other hand, if the term 
‘ Udbhid' were taken as denoting a substance (to be used at the sacrifice), 
then the requisite co-ordination (between ‘ Udbhidd' and ‘ Ydgena') would 
be possible only by having recourse to jyossesshe indication (in the term 
‘ Udbhidd', taking it as equivalent to ‘ Udbhidvatd' , ‘ one that possesses, i.e. 
uses, the Udbhid'), — And certainly when there is a doubt as to the accept- 
ability of direct assertion and indirect indication, it is direct assertion that is 
more acceptable. — From all this it follows that the term ‘ Udbhid' is the 
ruime of a sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent — “ In that case, the well-known fact of thc^ term 
‘ Udbhid ' denoting a substance would bo ignored and the entirely unknown 
fact of the word denoting an action (i.e. sacrifice) would be assumed 

The answer to this is that the fact of the term ‘ udbhid ' being the name 
of €Utt action is deduced from the force of the Instrumental ending in ‘ Udbhidd ' 
— “ How ? ” — ^The Instrumental ending is added to only such noun -bases 
as denote an Instrument, and in the sentence in question it is the * Ydga', 
Sacrifice, that is the instrument; consequently we infer that the word 
* udbhidd', with the instrumental ending, being in the same case as 
‘ ydgena the term ‘ udbhid ' must denote the sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent : — “ This is not right. It could be as explained only 
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if the presence of the Instrumental ending hsfcd enabled the term * udbhid ’ to 
bring about the notion of (i.e. to denote) the sacrifice ; — as a matter of 
fact, however, no such notion of the sacrifice arises out of the word 
‘ udbhid * ; — hence what has been asserted is not right. — It might be argued 
that — * The Instrumental ending would be inexplicable except on the basis 
of the explanation just provided*. — Let it be inexplicable; when, as a 
matter of faet, the sacrifice is not understood to be denoted by the term 
* udbhid \ this term cannot be regarded as expressive of it (simply for 
making the Instrumental ending explicable) — For these reasons, the words 
in question (^udbhid,' etc.), must be taken as injunctive of accessories , — ^It 
might be urged that * this involves recourse to indirect indication \ — But it is 
better to assume an indirect indication than to assume the denotation of 
the sacrifice (by a word that does not denote it). Because recourse to indirect 
indication is an ordinary every-day process, while the assuming of an 
entirely unknown thing is sheer perversity. — Further, if the text * Udbhidd 
yajUa ’ enjoins the name, it cannot enjoin the sacrifice ; and if it enjoins the 
sacrifice, then it cannot enjoin the name ; if it enjoins both, then there 
is syntactical split.” 

The answer to this is as follow's : — The Name is not enjoined by the 
text in question ; what we mean is that the w ord ‘ udbhidd ’ contains a 
reference (by name) to the sacrifice. — But where is that sacrifice enjoined, 
(to which reference is made in the term * udbhidd ” — Our answer to this 
is that the term * udbhid ’ denotes the ac< of sacrifice through the force of 
its constituents, * ut ’ and the root ‘ bhid \ which together express ^nanifest, 
bring about ; so that the particular sacrifice is referred to as ‘ udbhid * in the 
sense that it manifests, brings about, ‘cattle’ (the declared result of the 
sacrifice). Thus it is that this particular sacrifice is named ‘ udbhid \ 

Similarly, the if -sacrifice is so called in the sense that it brings 

about straight victory, — The V ishvajit-aacri^co is so called in the sense that 
it brings about conquest of the world. And so in the case of other names 
of sacrifices. — For these reasons we conclude that all these w'ords are names 
of so many sewjrifices. 

As regards the argument urged by the Purmyaksin to the effect that — 
“ If taken as a name, the w ord would not lead to any special activity on the 
part of the agent, and hence it would be useless”, — the name also would be 
useful, inasmuch as it would serve to connect the sacrifice with particular 
accessories and results; [for instance, the sacrifice having been enjoined 
in some other text, the text ‘ udbhidd yajeta pashukdmah ’ serves to connect 
that sacrifice, here referred to by the name * udbhid \ with the particular 
result in the shape of Cattle ; similarly in other cases, the text may serve 
the purpose of connecting the sacrifice with a particular accessory in the 
shape of substeuice or deity, etc.]. 

From all this it becomes established that words like those under dis- 
cussion cure names of seu^rifices. 

[KumSrila has not accepted this interpretation of SQtras 1 and 2 as embodying 
the single adhikarana that words like * udbhid ’ are names of sacrifices. — According 
to him Siltra (1) contains nothing that cemnot be accepted by the Siddhdntin, 
and therefore it need not be taken a Purvapaksa sutra. By his interpretation 
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Sutra (1) embodies the Adhikarana leading to the conclusion that words like 
* udbhid ’ also are means of knowing Dharma ; and Sutra (2) embodies another 
adhikarana leading to the conclusion that the said terms are names of sacrifices. 
The Purvapaksa of both these Adhikaranas is, in this interpretation, to be supplied 
from outside the Sutras.^ 


9 



Adhikarainia (2): Words like ^Chitra’ are names of 

sacrifices. 

SUTRA (3). 

[Siddhanta] — That word wherein there would be an injunction 
OF an accessory detail must be related to the principal 

FACTOR. 

Bhasya. 

[The forogoing Adh ikfirnna has dealt with s\it*h wonls as have no commonly 
recognised meaning, and whose moaning had, in every case, to be deduced from then* 
etymology. TTie present Adhikarana deals with such words as hav^e common well- 
reoognised meanings of their own.] 

The texts to >>e dealt with here are — {a) ^ Chitmyft yajeta pnahukdmah'' 
{TaHtiriya-Samhitd 2. 4. h. 1), — {h) ‘ Trivrt hahih patHimdnam." {Tdndya-Brdh- 
nmr^20. 1. 2), — (c) * Pnnvhnda8?i4inydjydnr (Tdndya-Brdhmann 19. 11. 2], — 
{d) * Saptudasha prsthdnP (Tdn4y(^^Brdhniamt 19. 1. 2). 

The question in regard to these is — Are the words (a) ^ChHrd \ (6) 
* Pavarrulwi\ (c) * Ajya\ and {d) * Prstlm" — injunctive of accessories, or 
names of sacjrifices ? 

The PdriKipaksn on this question is as follows : — “ Tliese w'ords must bo 
taken as injunctive of accessories, — (a) because such is their w^ell-recognised 
nieaiiing, (6) because it is only in that sense that they could serve a useful 
purpose, and {c) because it is only in that sense that they would lead to 
a particular kind of activity. These words are not known as denoting any 
acts (sacrifices) ; nor hav<' they any etymological meaning ; they are 
ordinary common nouns (<lenoting cla.sses). For instance, the word ‘ Chitrd > 
is an adjective, expressing quality; the sentence ^ C/iitmyd yajeta' is a 
reference to a sacrifice, and not tlie injunction of tiie sacrifice, as the sacri- 
fi(ie is one already known ; in fact, what the sentence is meant to express 
is the fact of a ])articidar result (acquisition of cattle) following from 
<!ertain accessory details in relation to the sacrifice ; and hence it is not neces- 
sary for this sentence itself to enjoin the sacrifice. — Similarly also in the 
case of the sentences ‘ Paiichadashdni djydni' and ‘ Snptadashdni prsthdni'. 
— Nor is it necessary to liave recourse to indirect indication, even when 
the words are taken as injunctive of aoce.ssories, — Hence the words must 
be taken as injunctive of accessories." 

In answer to the above Piirmpaksa, we have the following S iddhdnta : — 
That word — in regard to which there is a doubt as to whether it is injunctive 
of accessories or a Name — wherein would he enjoined another accessory detail, 
— must he related to the principal factor, i.e. the action. — That is to say, 
such a word must be taken as the Name of an action (sacrifice). — If it were 
taken as injunctive of an accessory, then there would he syntactical split. 
For instance, (in the case of the text * Chitrayd yajeta pashukdirmh' if the 
word ‘ Chitrayd ’ were taken as injunctive of an accessory, the meaning of the 
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whole sentence would have to be that) there being a possibility of a 
male animal being used, (1) ‘ the animal that is used (2) should be a female 
o?te, (3) with the additional qualification of being of variegated colour, and 
(4) from using such an animal at the sacrifice, cattle will follow as 
the result’. — ^Certainly no single sentence can enjoin so many things. Thus 
then, [it being possible to enjoin only one thing at a time], if the variegated, 
colour wore enjoined, it could be enjoined (or predicated) only in reference 
to the femfile animal (which will have to be alrotuly enjoined elsewhere, 
in order to be able to be referred to here) ; — as a matter of fact htuvever, no 
female animal could bo enjoined either in reference to the Agnlaomlyn 
(animal dedicated to Agni-Sorna), or in reference to the desire for cattle ; nor 
could this latter be enjoined in reference to the animal dedicated to A(jni‘ 
So7tui, 

Similarly in the case of tlie text ‘ Panchadasliani. djydnl bhavantl \ what 
is meant is that the number fifteen pertains to the ‘ Ajyas Now, until the 
‘ Ajyas ’ have l)een enjoined, they cannot be used in connection with the 
Stotra-Cluints ; — but there is no other text injunctivt* of the Ajyas ; — hence 
the text in question (according to the Purmpnlcsa) would have to enjoin 
the Ajyas., and to enjoin also the number fifteen in regard t-o tiu' Ajyas thus 
<*njoincd ; and a connection between these two -the '‘Ajyas' and tlu^ 
« number fifteen' is clearly recognist^d (in tJic text under consideration) ; but 
the connection of the * Ajyas' with the Stotra-rhant has been hitherto 
unknown; — so also the connection between the Ajyas and the number 
fifteen has been unknown (apart from the t(‘xt under consideration); 
and yet it is impossible for both these connections to enjoiiuHl (and 
predicated) by the single sc'ntonco l^ahcltadashanl djyCtnl hhaixtnfi '). — On 
the other hand, if * Ajya' is taken as the name (of an act), there' is no such 
incongruity (of double predication); as in that case the only connection to 
be predicated is that with the number (fifteen),— Furl her, the idi‘a tliat 
'‘Ajyas are Stotra -chant s' could be obtained from the text uiultT eonsid(*ra- 
tion, only by r(‘course to indirect indication. — From all this it follows that 
words like ‘ Ojya ’ are 'names of aetions (chants) — tlu'se actions Ixung enjoiiu'd 
by other texts such as '‘ Ajyaih stnmte' (‘pray with the Ajyas'), ‘ Prsthaih 
siuvate ’ (‘ Pray with the Prsthas '). 

As regards the Purvapahsa- argument that “ no such name of action is 
known (as ^djya' or * Prstha')", — our answ'er is that the particular chants 
w^ould be named * ajyas', through the etyinologieal signification of this word 
which signifies ‘going to the battle’ (dji-gnmann). — “What would be this 
going to battle (in regard to the chants) ? ’’ — The explanation is supplied by the 
subsequent Arthavdda passage, which declares that ‘ The Ajya-chantH are so 
called because the deities went to battle after reciting thesf3 chants — Similarly 
the ^ Pr0ia chants' are so called because they speak of touching (sparaha), 
[the Rathantara-sdnm is described as having come out of the w^ater touched 
by Vayu]. — Similarly also the Bahiapa'immdna chant is so called because its 
mantra-texta are expressive of the Pavamdna, and because it has some con- 
nection with the outside (bahih), — A particular sacrifice is named ‘ chitrd ' 
(lit. multi-coloured), because several kinds of substances are used thereat, 
such as * curds, honey, milk, clarified butter, fried grains, rice and winter ’. 
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From all this it follows that all such words (as * chitrd') arc* names of 
actions. 

Question : — “ Why cannot the text * Panchadashdni djydni bhavanti ’ be 
taken as enjoining the Ajyas qualified by the number Fifteen with reference to 
the act of chanting [thereby avoiding a syntactical split] ? ” 

Answer : — For the simple reason that in the text there is no word ex- 
pressive of the qualified Ajyas* 

“But there are the two words * panchadashdni ' and ^ djydni \ which 
together express the Ajyas qualified by the number Fifteen, and it would be 
these that the text would enjoin with reference to the >S^^o<m-chants.” 

Both these words cannot be injunctive; only one can be injunctive 
(predicative) and the other must be the subject (of the proposition); if both 
were predicative, then they could not be related to one another ; if neither 
of them were injunctive, then there could be nothing to enjoin (or predicate') 
connection with the Stotra-chant. Nor will it be possible to take one of the 
two words {* djydni") as the subject in reference to the qualification (num- 
ber ‘ fifteen ’) and as injunctive (predicative) in reference to the Stotra-chant ; 
as such a construction would involve two distinct sentences. Hence the 
answer proposed is no answer to the Siddhdnta* 



ADHiKArvAx^A (3) : Wordfi like ' Agnihotra ’ are names of 
Actions ( Tatprakhyanyaya ) . 

SUTRA (4). 

[Stddhanta] — There is another text in.iunctive of that 

ACCESSORY. 

Bhasya. 

[Adhikarana (1) has dealt with words whose etymolo»ioal signification pointed 
to the sacrificial accessory only indirectly ; ‘ mlbhida ’ for instance, had to be taken 
by the Purvapaksin as ‘ udbhidvaia ’ before it could be construed as laying down tho 
offering-material ; and it was this necessity of having recourse to indirect possessive 
indication that was found to be the weak point in the Ptirvapakm. The present 
Adhikarana is going to deal with those words whose <lirect signification itself points 
to a sacrificial accessory and no recourse to imlirect indication is necessary.] 

We meet with such V'^edic texts as — (a) ^ A (jnihol mm juhoti Hmrfjakmnrih 
(Taittirii/a-Samhitd 1. 6. 9), (b) * AgMmfadyhdmyail ' (Taitti. Sam. fi. .'1. 7, 3; 
Taittirlyn-Brnhjnarut 3. 3. 7). — In regard to those there arises tho following 
question — Are the terms ^ aynihotra' and UlgMra' injunctive* of aocessori(^s, 
or names of acjtions ? 

On this question we have tho following Put mpaksa {n) The term 
UKjnihotra' (taken as a Bahuvrihi compound) signifies ‘that in which the 
libation is offered to Ayni ' ; {b) and the phrase Ulyhamnylyharaijati' signifies 
that ‘one pours the Ayharaj i.i’s. n, fluid, sub8fu7ice \ such as Clarified J3utter. 
By accepting these significations, we accept the well -recognised meanings of 
the terms. And with these significations, (a) the term * agnihotra' is in- 
junctive of the accessory (Deity, Ayni) of the Dar^nhortm offering, and (b) the 
term ‘ dyhdra ’ is injunctive of the acce««or?/ (offering material, a fluid substa^ice) 
of the JJpdyhshuydja-oJfering \ — and in this manner, both these terms serve 
a distinctly useful purpose and are also conducive to particidar forms of 
activity (on the part of tho performers). — Nor does the view that those 
terms are injunctive of accessories involve any necessity for having recourse 
to indirect indication, as was found necessary in thi^ case of the sentence 
‘ udhhidd yajeta ’ [under Adhikarana (1)] ; because (a) in the case of the term 
* agfiihotra ' , tho injunction of the accessory (Deity) is got at from the com- 
poimd itself, and (6) in the case of the term *(2ghdra\ the injunction of the 
accessory (material) is got at directly (from the accusative ending in 
‘ dghdrayn ’ ) ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ dghdrarh nirvartayati ’ (‘pre- 
pares the fluid substance’). — From all this it follows that the two terms are 
injunctive of acce.ssories.” 

In answer to the above Purvapakaa, wo have the following Siddhdnta : — 
There is another text injunctive of that accessory, (Su.) — That is to say, the 
two accessories that might be suspected of being enjoined by tho two terms 
under discussion are such as have been already learnt from other texts. 
For instance, (a) the deity, {Agni, for the Darvihoma) is already enjoined in 
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the text ‘ Ya(Ui(jYvayl dut prajdpatayi cha sdyam juhoti' (cf. Maitra. Sam. 
1. 8. 7); and (h) the material (Clarified Butter) for the Agkdra also is 
already enjoined in the text ‘ Chaturgrhitam vn etadahhut tasydghdrarn/i- 
ghdryd' (where * dmturgrhlUim' stands for Clarified Butter taken up in the 
Sruvn four times). — An Injunction is a real injunction only when it makes 
known something not already known; — in the present instance, we find 
that the two accessories have been already enjoined by other texts ; — 
hence it follows that the words in question cannot bo injunctive of these 
accessories. — On the other hand, it is quite possible for the two terms 
to be names of actions: (a) * Agnihotra^ being that act in which the libation 
(hotrn) is offered to Agnl {agnaye), and (b) * Agh/ira" is well-known as signi- 
fying the act of pouring a long stream. Thus both the terms are names 
of actions. — As regards th(‘ argument that “ the well-known meaning of the 
terms is preserved if they are taken as inj\iiictive of materials”, — this has 
been already answert^d (under autras 1, 2 and 3). 

[In answer to the Siddhdntu argument tliat Agni having been alrt*ad\' 
enjoined by another text as the deity of the Darvihcnnn, there would be a 
superfluity if the term ‘ agnihotra ’ also were taken as injunctive of the samtj] 
the Purvnpaksin says that— “ the injunction of Agni over again as the deity 
of Dnrrihonui would server thc^ useful purpose of precluding the possibility of 
Prajdpatl being regarded as the deity of that offering ” 

Our answer to this is that that cannot be; the t(^xt in question (‘ Agni- 
hot ram fuhuydt') is capabh* of enjoining Agni, it is not capable of pre- 
cluding Prajapati ; specially as if Prajapati wt*r(' preclud(‘d, then the (^joining 
of that Deity (by another text ) would be entirely futile, — when Prajapati is 
understood (from a certain text) to be the deity (of a certain offering) ; and 
what is so understood (;annot be regarded as fals(‘ (or wrong, which is what 
the alleged precluding would mean). Hence what the Purvnpaksin says 
does not meet our argurntmt at all. 

I The Purvapaksin next urges an objection against the Siddhdntn vit*v\ 
regarding the term * dghdra ’being the name of an act] — “(a) The sentence 
* dghdramdghdrayati' is the injunction of a material; — (h) according to the 
rule * Yaistu dravyaw chikirsyate, etc.,' (Su. 2. 1. 8), an act which tends to 
bring about a rrmterial is an Accessory; — (c) by the act of Pouring herein 
enjoint'd, the material (Aghdra) is brought about ;--\d) being thus poured out, 
the said material occomtilishes the sacrifice ; — such being the case, what 
is that principal act of which * Aghdra' would be the ruirne [the Pouring out 
having been found to be only an Auxiliary or Accessory]. ?” 

Answer : — This ‘ dgharana ', Pouring out, itself is the principal act. 

Objection : — “ But there is neither a material nor a deity for any such 
act (and in connection with every Principal Act, there should be a material 
and a Deity).’’ 

Answer: — We say that there are both; from the text ^Tasydghdra- 
mdghdryd' , it is clear that Clarified Butter is the material used at the 
offering; and the Deity is indicated by the words of the Mantra * Indra 
urdhvoddharn — ityaghdrarnaghdryate' (cf. Shata. Bra. 1. 5. 1. 4; Taitti. Bra. 
3. 3. 7. 7 : for Mantra, see Mddh. Sam. 2. 8 and Taitf irlya-Samhitd 1. 1. 12); 
— a mantra which spe^aks of an act, or of the means of accomplishing the act. 
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becomes an integral part of that act; — and the mantra just quoted is found 
capable of speaking of the deity Indra ; — so that, if this Indra were a means 
of accomplishing that aot (of pouring out ), the said tnantra could be used in 
that act of Pouring out; and this Indira being the req\iired deity [and 
Clarified Butter the required material], the act of Pouring Out is one with a 
definite deity and a definite material ; hence it is an act of ‘ sacrifice * ; and 
it is of this sacrifice that ‘ Aglmra'" is the name. 



Adhikarana (4) : Words like ‘ S h y e n a ’ are names of 
Sacrifices : Tadvyapadeshanyaya. 

SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta] — That also (should be taken as the name of 
AN action) which IS SPOKEN OF (aS SIMILAR TO 
SOMETHINO WELL-KNOWN). 

Bhaaya. 

[Adhikararm (1) has dealt with words like *tidbhid\ which are taken in their 
etymological sense both in the POrvapakm and the Siddhanta ; in the case of the 
word ‘ ShySna ’ dealt with in the present Adhikarana^ in the Siddhanta view it would 
have to be taken in its etymological sense, while in the PCrvapakm, it is taken in its 
ordinary popular sense. -Then again, Adhikarana (2) has dealt with those words 
which, though being taken directly as injunctive of accessories, give rise, if so 
taken, to unnecessary syntactical splits ; while the present Adhikarana takes up the 
case of those words whose direct signification points to things that can bo used 
as materials for offering, etc., and which, when taken in this sense, do not occasion 
any syntactical split,] 

Wo moot with such V^odic texts as — (a) * Athaim shyenennbhirharan 
yajeta, (see Sodviihsha-Bra. 3. 8, 1), (b) ^Athaiaa sandamshendbhicharan yajeta \ 
{(') * A that m gardbhicharan yajeta'" — The question that arises in connection 
with these is — are the words (a) *shyena\ (b) * ftand-anisha " and * gau/j 
injunctive of accessories or names of acts ? 

The Purvapakaa, as in the case of the word ‘ itdbhid \ is based upon the 
well-known meanings of the words; the only difference between the two 
cases being, that while the word * luibhid ’ (being derived from a verbal root 
and hence) expressive of actions, is capable of indicating the sacrifice, the 
words being considered now are nouns expressive of classes and lienee 
unable to indicate the sacrifice. The Purvapaksa view is that words like 
‘ Shyena ’ are injunctive of accessories. 

The Siddhanta, in answer to this Purvapaksa is as follows; — That also 
should be taken as the mime of an action which is spoken of as similar to some- 
thing well-known*, — i.e. that which is spoken of as similar to the well-known, 
(a) bird, kite [(6) pincers and (c) cowi] is the name of an action ; because in 
support of its being a name, wo have the direct assertion (of the Shruti text 
which speaks of the act as similar to the Kite), while it is only through indi- 
rect indication that it could be taken as injunctive of accessories, — As for the 
argument that “ these words are common nouns (expressive of classes) 
and cannot indicate the sacrifice ”, — they can certainly indicate the sacrifice 
through the mention of similarity (in Vedic texts) ; for instance, we find 
the similarity mentioned in the text — ‘ Just as the kite falls upon and 
seizes its prey, in the same manner does one fall upon and seize his enemy 
against whom one sacrifices with the Shyena'* (Seidvirhsha-Bra. 3. 8. 3); 
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which shows that tlirough the similarity of the act of ‘ falling upon and 
seizing the term * ’ becomes applicable to the sacrifice; just as the 

term ‘ lion ’ becomes applicable to Devadatfa (through the similarity of 
such qualities as courage, nobility and so forth). — Hence the term 
‘ shyena ’ should be taken as tlio name of a sacrifice. — (6) In regard to the 
^ sandamsha ’ also, there is the similarity expressed in the words ‘ Just as 
by means of the pincer one picks up something that cannot be picked 
up, etc. ’ ; — and (c) in regard to the ‘ go ’ the similarity is ‘ just as the cow 
preserves, etc. ’ Hence the terms ‘ sandamsha ’ and ‘ go ’ also should be 
taken as names of sacrifices. 



Adiiikaraija (5j : Words like ‘vajapeya’ are names 

of sacrifices. 

StJTRA (6). 

1 POrvapaksa]— “ In the case op (what appears to be) a Name, — 

INASMUCH AS THERE IS DIRECT MENTION OF AN ACCESSORY, 

IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION (OF THAT AC- 
CESSORY) ”, — IF THIS IS URliED (THEN THE ANSWER 
IS AS FOLLOWS IN THE NEXT SITtRA). 

Bhasya. 

[What is said in this Adhikarana applies to all those cases where words appear 
to be names of sacrifices : hence it is applicable also to the case of ‘ \idhhid ’ and 
other words already dealt with. And yet the Bhaaya has cited in particular the case 
of the term ‘ vajapPya ’ only with a view to discuss and ascertain the exact meaning 
of the text ‘ VajapPyhia avarajyakdmo yajPta\- B,nd also because in regard to this 
term and passage, there is available the additional argument set forth under Svtra 

T.l 

We lind the text — ‘ Vdjapeyenn nvdrajyakdmo ynjeta' (see Taitti. Bra. 1. 3* 
6. 9). Ill regard to the tin’ia ‘ mjapeya \ there arises the question as to its 
being injunctive of an a(5cessory or a Nanu*. 

Says tlu^ Purvnpaksin — “ If such is the question, then there can be no 
question or doubt at all on the point, since it is clearly seen that it is injunc- 
tive of an accessory ; as a matter of fact we find an accessory directly men- 
tioned [in the word ‘ vdjapeijn which means ‘ that at which vaja is peya'^ 
where the material vdja, food -y rains, is distinctly inentioncd] ; and when 
that accessory is duly recognised, it cannot be said that it is not (ex- 
pressed) there. — Hence the name ‘ vdjapeya ’ must be taken as injunctive of 
an accessory.’' 


SUTRA (7). 

[SlDDHANTA] — T hAT UANNOT BE *, AS TWO ACTIONS WOULD BECOME 

IDENTICAL. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been asserted in the Purmpaksa cannot be right ; as, in that 
case, the two acts — of Vdjapeya and of Darshapurruimdsa — would become 
identical r as both would have exactly the same detailed procedure as that 
w hich has been laid down in connection with the DarshapurTUiindsa ; and the 
result of this would be that the Diksds and the Upasads would disappear 
from the Vdjapeya, in connection w’ith which they have been specially pres- 
cribed in such texts as — * In the Vdjapeya there are seventeen Diksds ’, ‘ In 
the Vdjapeya, there are seventeen Upasads ’. 

Or, the meaning of the Sutra may be that if the word ‘ Vdjapeya ’ w’ere- 
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injunctive of an accessory, then the Vajapeya sacrifice would be identical 
with the J yotistoma sacrifice, — thus alone would the presence of the 
and the Upasads be possible. 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ Vajapeya ’ is the natne of a sacri- 
fice. 

[Jf the word * Vajapeya ' signified and enjoined a material, the only material it 
could signify would be the Vaja which is a preparation of flour, sugar and some other 
ingredients ; and the sacrifice at which such a material would be used would become 
an l(>tK as at an leti alone is a food- grain- offering made ; and as the arqhetype of all 
Iptis is the Darshapurnatnam, it would be the procedure of this latter that would be 
adopted at the sacrifice at which Vaja would be offered ; whereas as a matter of fact, 
the procedure actually followed at the Vajapeya sacrifice is that of the Jyotietpma 
sacrifice, as is clear from the fact that the Dikms and Vjiosads have been specially 
enjoined for the Vajap^.ya and those Difcfa-s'and Vpaswls form part of the procedure 
of the J yotistoma, not of the Darahaparnamhsa Tantravartika . ) 

What we have said so far in answer to the Purvapakm is onl>' an (infer- 
ential) argument against it ; the real Siddhdnta position is as st't forth in the 
following Sutra. 

8UTRA (S). 

A S1N(;LK word VVOUt d have (its own as well as) an extra- 
neous SKJNIFiUATION. 

Bhdsya. 

If tlu‘ word ‘ va japeya ’ were injunctive of an acei^ssory, then tho single 
word ^ yajeta' would have ds own as well as an extraneous siymjivntion ; and 
this would be an incongruity. That is to say, tlu^ intrinsic signification of the 
t(*xt (iHljapeyena) svdrdjyakdmo yajeta' is that it enjoins a sacrifice for the 
person desiring * world -wide sovereignty’ — [the term ' svdrdjya' lias this 
technical signification attached to it in Aita. Brd. 8. 14] — and that being so, 
the saiiK* word * yajeta' could not have the extraneous signification where}>y 
it could be only referriny to the sacrifice for the purpose* of connecting it with 
the material * vajapeya \ — the meaning of the sentence, in the latter case, 
being ‘ by means of the sacrifice at wdiicb Vajapeya is usihI as the material 
ff the words were to have those two (mutually incompatible) significations, 
then* would be a syntatdical split. 

Says the Opponent: — “In the text in question, w(^ distinctly perceive 
two separate sentences — the first sentence consisting of twf) w’^ords is — ‘ svdrd- 
jyakdino yajeta ' (‘ one desiring world-wide? sovereignty should sacrifice’), and 
the second sentence equally distinctly perceptible is * yajeta vdjapeyena 
(‘should sacrifice with the Vajapeya') [and as there are two distinct sen- 
tences, this cannot be regarded as a ease of syntactical 

This is not so, w’e reply. If there were tw'o distinct sentences, as first 
mentioned, then there would be four words in the sentence, while in reality 
we find only three words. 

“ Our explanation is that the word ‘ yajlta ' could be construed with both 
the words (‘ svdrdjyakdmah ' and ‘ vdjapeyena') separately.” 

How’ can the word occurring once only be construed with both the words ? 

“ That would be possible because the form of the word remains the same 



140 


SHABARA-BHA.^YA : 


in both cases ; its form when construed with ‘ svdrdjyakdmah ’ is precisely the 
same as that in which it is construed with ‘ vfJjapeyena ’ ; and hence it would 
be construed with both the words by what is technically known as ‘ simulta- 
neous relationship’.” 

That cannot be; if the exact nature of the act expressed by the word 
^ yajlta"* is not known already, then alone can the word be an injunction of 
it (as in ‘ avdrdjyakdmo ynjeta') ; and if that exact nature is known already, 
then the word could be cmly a reference to that act (as ‘ yad yajeta tad vdja- 
peyena^) ; but it is not possible for the same act {sacrifice) to be known as well 
as not known at one and the same time [and this is what it would be if the 
sentence * vdjapeyena svdrdjyakdmo yajeta^ were construed as suggested by 
the Purvapaksin], 

Says the Opponent — “ It has been argued by the Siddhdntin that ‘ if the 
word vdjapeyerui were injunctive of an accessory, the word yajeta would 
contain a mere reference to the sacrifice already enjoined elsewhere’. — But if 
the word * yajeta ’ contained a mere reference^ which word would be there that 
would enjoin the accessory ? | There is no other injunctive verb in the sen- 

tence]. — Do not say please that the accessory (Material) would be enjoined 
by the word * vdjapeyena" ; because unless there is a verb, there can be no 
injunction of somethincf to be done as expressed by a word. The only verb in 
the sentence is * yajeta' and it has been declared (by the Siddhdntin) to be 
a mere reference (to a previously enjoined sacrifice); which word then is 
there that would enjoin the act spoken of by that word (‘ yajeta') ? Hence 
it follows that * yajeta' is an Injunction that goes with ‘the man desiring 
world-wide sovereignty’ (svdrdjyakdmah), as well as with the accessory, 
Vdjapeya; and in this manner * yajeta' could be construed with both the 
words.” 

If there are two independent injunctions (one to the effect that ‘one 
desiring world-wide sovereignty should sacrifice ' and ‘ one should offer the 
sacrifice with the material vdjapeya'), then there would be no connection 
between the Vdjapeya and the sacrifice performed by the inan deslriny world- 
wide sovereignty ; and according to the explanation suggested by the Purva- 
pakain, there would be no separate sentences ; and therefore the sacrifice per- 
formed by the man desiring sovereUpity could not be syntactically connected 
with the injunction of the accessory ( Vdjapeya), 

“ But the connection of the sacrifice performed by the 7nan desiring 
world-wide sovereignty (with the injunction of the accessory) would be got at 
through the force of the Context (i.e. though the fact of the two injunctions 
occurring in the same context).” 

That is not right ; as all that the syntactical connection (of the sentence 
* vdjapeyena yajita') does is to enjoin the material, vdjapeya, in reference 
to the sacrifice only (without any reference to the desire for world -wide 
sovereignty), 

“ All right, let there be connection (of the material, Vdjapeya) with the 
sacrifice only.” 

[But that would not be correct, as] in reality the connection between the 
material Vdjapeya and the sacrifice performed by one desiring world -wide 
sovereignty is also implied by the two sentences being construed together. 
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From all this we conclude that if the term ‘ mjapeya ’ is the name of a 
sacrifice, then we can safely discard both Context and Syntactical Conneotion. 
[i.e. if ‘ vajapeya' is the name of the sacrifice, then, even without calling in 
the aid of Context and Syntactical Connection, we could have all that we- 
desire in the shape of the notion that ‘The man desiring world-wide 
sovereignty should accomplish his purpose by means of the sacrifice named 
Vdjapeya, ] — If on the other hand, the term ‘ vdjapeya ’ is taken as injunctive 
of an accessory, then there crop up all those incongruities of Syntactical! 
split and the rest. 

Thus it is established that the term ‘ vdjapeya" is the name of a sacri- 
ficial act. 



AoHiKABAiirA (6) : Words like ‘ a g n 6 y a ’ are wof names 

of sacrifices. 

StTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta]— The action as well as its accessories should 
BE (taken as) enjoined ; — as they ABE NOT DIVORCED IN 
THE INJUNCTIVE WORD; — SPECIALLY IF THEY HAVE 
NOT BEEN ALREADY ENJOINED BY ANOTHER 

(text). 

Bhasya. 

['Phe general character and functions of Names have been discussed so far ; with 
the present Sutra begins the consideration of certain exceptions to the general prin- 
ciples set forth above,] 

We meet with sueh texts as — ‘ Yadujneyo’atdkapdlo^mdvasydyam paurna- 
nuiaydnchdchyuto hhavati' {Taittlriya-Samhitd 2. 6. 3. 3). — In regard to the 
term * ngneya' here, there arises the question-- Are words like ^dyneya', 
^ agniftomlya" and the rest injimctiv(‘ of accessories or names of actions? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is that — “ If the word ‘ dgneyn ’ 
were injunctive of accessories, then it would have to b(^ taken as enjoining 
more than one accessory, — such as Agnu the Cake and the Eight Pans (which 
would not be right); hence such words should not be taken as injunctive of 
accessories 

In answer to this Purmpaksa, we have the following SiddMnfa : — The 
action, as also its accessories, should be taken as enjoined (by the word), — as 
they are not divorced in the nijunctice word ; — i.e. in the word * dgneyn \ which 
ends with the nominal affix *dhak\ In fact, what is enjoined is the fact of 
the cake baked on eight pans bt'ing ‘ dgneya ’ ; and it becomes ‘ dgneya ' only 
when it is dedicated and offered to Agni ; and thus in this manner, the* act of 
offering (sacrifice) also becotnes enjoined b\' the w'ord;--vhen this act of 
offering is enjoined, it cannot bo enjoined without Agni and the Cake baked on 
eight Pans also being enjoined ; because when a relationship is enjoinc'd, it 
cannot be said to be * enjoined ’ unless it enjoins the relatives themselves. 
Hence words like * dgneyn ’ must be injunctive of accessories. 

As regards the term ^ oat dkn pain \ it is a well-known fact that it is the 
cake made up of vrlhi or yava when baked on eight pans, that becomes 
‘ astdkapdkt ' ; — consequently it is to be taken as mentioned here only by way 
of reference; because what is spoken of by the word is the well-accomplished 
entity, ‘cake baked on eight pans’, which has been already enjoined in such 
texts as ‘cooks upon pans’ (Taitti.-Saih. 2. 3. b. 2); whereby they do not 
use a cake prepared in any other manner; so that this interpretation does 
not involve any syntactical split. 

‘ If they have not been already enjoined by another text' (Su.); that is to 
say, in a case where the ekjcessories in question have been alreadj^ enjoined 
by another text, the word in question has to be taken as a name, as we have 
found in the case of the text ‘ agnihotrahjiihoti ' (under Su, 4, above). 



Adhikarainta (7) : Words like ^ varhih ’ denote the 
common things. 

8UTRA (10). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as the terms ‘varhih’ and ‘ ajya ' are 

FOUND TO BE APPLIED EVEN WHEN THERE HAS BEEN NO 
consecration, they CANNOT BE TAKEN AS SKiNIFYINC 
ONLY CONSECRATED THIN(JS. 

Hhasya. 

[In connection with Names, we proceed to consider the exact sipjnification ot 
the names of certain si distances. 1 

In regard to such names of substances as ‘ varhih' (grass), Uijifa ’ (clari- 
fied butter) and * purodasha' (cake), — there arises t he cpiestion — Are tliese 
expressive of consecrated things only ? or of common things ? 

On this (luestion, the Piirvapaksa view is as follows — “ They are w ords ex- 
pressive of the consecrated things; in all cases, find people using the term 
* varhls' in the sense of consecrated (jrnss. not to tht' unconsecrat<»d common 
grass; — similarly they use the term ^ djya' only in the sense of consecrated 
clarified butter \ — and they use the term " puroddsha' only in the siMise of tlu* 
consecrated fiour-cake, — ‘ But in some plain's, the ti'rms are* appli(*d to un- 
consecjrated things also ; e.g. we find people* saying — The cows have run away 
after having eaten varhls {grass); — similarly they speak of the Ajya as to be 
purchased; — and also of mg mother giving me sweets ynade of Puraddsha'.- - 
But all such use is du(^ to similarity (between the consecrated and the* 
unconsecrated article*); just as the t(*rm * gupa' is sometinit*s applied to 
the unplaned log of wood. — ‘But why should this usage be regarded as 
secondary or figurative (based upon similarity)?’ — Bi^cause such usage* is 
found only in a few placets [and not in all places; and it is only uni- 
versal usage that counts as direct or primary signification l. —Frcnn all this 
it follows that the words in (piestion are expressive of consecrated things 
only.” 

In answer to the above Purvapaksa we havi^ the following iSiddhd^ita : — 
Inasmuch as words like ‘ varhls ’ are found to be applied to the unconsecra- 
ted things also, they cannot be taken as expressive of the cons(*cratod things 
only. — “ It has already been pointed out that such use is only local, and it is 
based upon similarity.” — But that is not right; if it were generally 
recognised that the term denotes the consecrated thing only, — then alone 
could it be said that when the term is applied to the uneonsecrated thing, 
it is only through similarity. In reality, however, the said fact is not 
invariably recognised. — “ How so ? ” — Because we find certain consecrations 
prescribed for things spoken of by such names as ‘ varhls ’ and the like ; — 
this shows that the consecrations axe to come when the words are there 
already (to express the things themselves) ; under the circumstances, if the 
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words were taken to be applicable only when the consecrations were there, — 
there would bo an objectionable interdependence (consecration depending 
upon the use of the word, and the use of the word depending upon the 
consecration). Nor is it possiVjle to have any consecrations that have not 
been prescribed (by words) ; so that the use of the words by people could not 
be based upon such (unprescribod) consecrations. — It is for this reason that 
people do not apply words like * varhis* to the consecrated things only. 
And when we find the words being applied to common (unconsecrated) 
things in one place, it is natural that they should denote the same in all 
places. Even when we have a number of words expressive of super-physical 
things, (like consecration, for instance), it is not possible for us to attribute 
to such words significations assumed entirely upon the basis of the Veda, 
without paying any heed to the signification of the ordinary words that 
precede and follow the aforesaid words (denoting super-physical things) ; for 
in reality the only justification for the assuming of a super-physical significa- 
tion for those words lies in the fact that, in the absence of such assumption , 
the ordinary words (with well-known meanings) occurring in the same 
sentence — either before or after the words whose meanings are to be assumed 
— would become meaningless; — and it is not possible to assume what is 
not known ; as a matter of fact, the ordinary words that precede and follow 
(the words in question) would thus have their use in their being applied to 
unconsecrated things. — Hence the conclusion is that all such words are 
expressive of common (unconsecrated) things. 

The purpose served by this discussion is that when we have the direc- 
tion that * the pit of the sacrificial post is to be covered over with greiss’, — 
it would have to be covered with consecrated grass if the Purvapakaa view 
were correct, but with common (unconsecrated) grass, if the SiddhdrUa is the 
correct view. 



Adhikaraista (8) ; Words like * Prohsanl ’ are to he taken 
in their etymological signification. 

SUTRA (11). 

Inasmuch as, in the case of such words as ‘prok^anI’, 

THE etymological SIGNIFICATION IS APPLICABLE [THE 
WORD IS TO BE TAKEN AS USED IN ITS 
ETYMOLOGICAL SENSE]. 

Bhasya, 

["j"ho fore^oin^ Adhihirana has dealt with the question of eertain words beinjo: 
expressive of common things or of consecrated thinp:8, and it wtus found that they 
w'ere expressive of common things,- -and in both cases the words were used in the 
ordinary conventional, not the etymologit‘al, sense. The present Adhikarana pro- 
ceeds to deal with words that are found to bo taken in their etymological sense.] 

We meet with the text * Prokaantrdaddaya' {Taitfirlya lira, 3. 2. 9. 14). 
In. regard to tlie term * prokaani^ there arises the question — Does it denote 
conaecrated water or cotnnion water ? Or is it to be taken in its etymological 
sense (of * sprinkling fluid’)? 

On this ({uestion, the Purvapnkaa is as follows — “ It being understood 
that a word can be regarded as expressive of the conaecrated thing only if it 
is found that it is always applied to the conaecrated thing, — inasmuch as in 
the case of the word * prokaanl \ it is found that it is used in the sense of the 
unconsecrated thingt it is taken as denoting the common thing; specially as 
in some places we find people making use of such expressions as ‘ wo are 
very much disturbed by the Prokaanl (water-splashing)’, where the term is 
used in the sense of the unconaecrated (common) water. From all this it 
follows that the word denotes the common water, [This conclusion is in 
accordance w ith the principle of the foregoing to Adhikarafm,'\ ” 

In answer to this Purvapakpa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
The word is to be taken in its etymological sense ; — why ? — liecauae the 
etymological signification is applicable ; that is to say, from actual usage wo 
deduce the fact that the prefix (Pra), the verbal root {^ukaa* to sprinkle) 
and the affix (active *lyut^), that go to constitute the term * prokaanl \ is 
expressive of the common thing {sprinkling fluid in general) ; — ^but if the word — 
consisting €U3 it does of the particular Prefix, Root, and Affix, — is applied 
to uxiter, on account of its connection with the ewjt of aprinkling, — then the 
universally recognised meaning of the word becomes accepted (and this 
entirely on the basis of the etymology of the word). Inasmuch as we find 
other aprinkling aubatancea also spoken of as * prokaana', — on the ground of 
their connection with the act of aprinkling, — it may be concluded that to 
water also the term is applied on the same ground of its connection with the 
act of sprinklings so that there is no occasion for assuming any conven- 
tional meaning for the word aa a whole (independently of its etymology) ; 
and the conclusion is that the word is to be taken in its etymological sense. 

10 
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The purpose served by the Adhikarana is that the term ‘proksatui' 
becomes applicable to clarified butter also ; (a) If the term ‘ proksanl ’ were 
expressive of the consecrated svhstance, then the form of the direction would 
be, in every case, ‘ Proksanlrdsddaya ’ ; — (6) if it were expressive of the 
convmon water onljs then (in the case of clarified butter being used) the form 
of the direction would have to be ‘ ghrtam dsddaya ’ (the denotation of 
‘ proksarjbl ’ being restricted to water) ; — (c) lastly, if the term is to be taken 
in its etymological sense, then the form of the direction would be ‘ pro- 
ksaryam dsddaya \ [In the case of clarified butter being used, as ‘ ghrUim ’ 
being a word of the neuter gender, the gender of ^ jyroksarm' would have 
to be neuter ; in the case of water, the same term would take the form 
prok^anxh' in keeping with the feminine gender of *dpah% water]. 



Adhikaraij A (9) : The word ‘ n i r m a n t h y a’ is to he taken 
in its etymological ^sense, 

SUTRA (12). 

[SiDDHANTA] — So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘ NIKMANTHYA 

Bhdsya. 

Wo have the text * N irmanthyena isfakdh pachanfi^ [‘they bake the 
bricks in Nimvanthya (Fire)] ’ — [and in regard to the tt^rm ‘ nirnmnthya * there 
arises the question — Is it to be taken as expressive of the consecrated Fire ? 
or is to be taken in its etymological sense (oi fire produced by friction) ? ]. 

The Purvapakaa on this c|uestion is that “ in tlit^ text quoted, it is clear 
that the term ‘ nirnuinthya ’ has been used in the sense of Ihe consecrated 
fire; hence th(' conclusion is that th(< h'rm ^ nirnntnthya' is expressive of the 
consecrated Firc^ only”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnia : — As a matter of 
fact, we find the term used in the sense of unconsecrated fire also, in such 
expressions as ‘Bring nirmanihya, we shall cook rice’ (where the word 
must stand for the ordinary Fire). From this it becomes established that 
like the term * proksani\ the term * jiirnianthya'' is to be taken in its ety- 
mological sense. 

The purpose served by the Adhikaraim is that — {a) if the word denoted 
consecrated fire, then tlie Bricks would hav<^ to be baked in cons(»erated 
fire only; — (b) if it denoted Fire in yeneraU then th(\y could be baked in 
fire kindled in any way available; (r) if it is to be taken in its etymological 
sense, then the bricks have to be baked in fin? recently kindled by friction ; 
just as when one is spoken of as ‘eating with navanlta, (Butt<?r), ’ the sense 
is that the Butter meant is one that has been freshly prepared {navn, fresh — 
nita, prepared). 



Adhikabai^a ( 10) : Words like aishvadeva’ are 

Names. 

StJTRA (13). 

[P(Trvapak{;^aJ — “ In the case of the term • Vaishvadiva ’ there is 

option’', — IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN 
THE NEXT StTTRA]. 

Bhdaya. 

[The case of the terra * vaiahvadP.va^ differs from that of all others that have 
been dealt with ; — For instance, (a) if it is taken as laying down the deity, we hnd 
that sense following directly from the word, without recourse to any indirect in- 
dication, as was found necessary in the case of the term ‘ ndbhula (ft) it does not 
enjoin any accessories and hence causes no 83ratactical split, — as the word ‘ chitra ’ 
does ; - (c) there is no ambiguity in the meaning of the term as pointing to the 
I^eity, -as was found in the case of the word * agnihotra * ; — (d) the terra ‘ vaish- 
vadSva ’ does not point to any particular sacrifice, like the term * shyena ’ ; (e) there 
being no mention of any result in this case, there could be no difficulty in regard to 
the construing of the verb ‘ yajPta as we found in the case of the ‘ VdjapSya *]. 

In connection with the first part of the Chdturrndsya sacrifice, we ha\'o 
the text * Vaishvadevlrm yajUa ’ (Maitra. Sam. 1. 10. 8 ; Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 10. 1 ; 
Shata. Bra 6. 2. 4 1); and in regard to the term * vaiahvadeva^ there 
arisefl the question — Does it enjoin an accessory ? or is it the Narne of an 
action ? 

On this question we have the following Piirvapakaa — “If that is the 
question, then no such question can arise, because in the case of the term 
‘vaishvedeva’ there is option \ that is, the tc^rjn vaishvadeva* i.s 
injunotivi^ of an accessory, because w'o actually find in it the injunction of 
the accessory — in the shape of the Vishvedevas as the deity of the Agneya 
and other sacrifices ; and as, for these sacrifiiies there are other deities in the 
shape of Agni and the rest (already indicated by other sources), those lattc'r, 
Agni and the rest^ arc regarded as optional alternatives to the V iahvedevas 
(i.e. it is open to the performer to make the offerings to Agni and the rest or 
to the V iahvedevas) \ as it is only thus that the well-recognised meaning of 
the term would be followed, [so that the conclusion is that the term 
* vaishvadeva^ is injunctive of an accessory].” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so; because of the Context [being the sole 

AUTHORITY FOR REGARDING THE WORD AS POINTING OUT THE 
DeITYJ, — WHILE THERE IS A DIRECT INJUNCTION [OF 
ANOTHER Deity]; and certainly the Context 
CANNOT SET ASIDE THE THING [LAID DOWN 

BY DIRECT Injunction] . 

Bhdsya. 

What the Piirvapakpa has declared is not possible ; for the sacrifices in 
question, Agni and others have been enjoined as Deities by direct Vedic In- 



ADHYAYA I, PADA IV, AUHIKARANA (10). 


149 


junction', while the indication of the Vishvedema could be got at only by 
Syntactical Connection, and through that, by Context. [The Tantratartika, 
Trana., pp. 42*5 -426, explains this passage as follows ; — The process of connect- 
ing the Vishvedevaa with any particular sacrificial material would be a 
highly complicated one : wo shall have to assume a word signifying tho con- 
nection of the deity V ishredems with a certain material that will have to be 
taken as indirectly indicated by the verb *ynjetn' ; all that we can say is 
(«) that the co-ordination of the term ‘ vaiahmdevenn ’ with the term * yagena * 
(as implied in the word *yajeta*) points to the syntactical connection — 
‘ By yneans of the sacrifice which is vaishvadeva, — i.e. has Vishvedeirt for its 
deity, etc., etc.’, — and (b) that as there can be no sacrifice without a 
material, the only material that could be connected with th(' Vishvedevaa 
would be just that which is indicated by the requirements of the sacrifice. 
But the said syntactical connection indicates only the relationship of the 
sacrifice with the Deity; so that the relationship of the material with the' 
Deity (VishvMevn) could be assumed only by means of the exigencies of the 
Context, and sxjch an assumption could be only in this form — ‘when offering 
the Agneya sa(;rifice, one should offer it as a sacrifu'e of which the Vishve- 
devas are the deity’.] — Thus then Vishvedems as the deity being pointed out 
by a means which is not equal in authority (to the Direct Injunction 
pointing out Agni and other dcutics), the former cannot be accepted as an 
optional alternative to th(*se latter; and this for the simple reason that the 
Context can never aside the thing (i.e, the Deity) that is directly en- 
joined. — Hence it follows that the term ' mislmidem' is the name of a 
sacrifice. 

SUTRA (15). 

There ( an be no mutual relationship. 

Bhasya. 

The Opponent might urge the following : — “ The term ‘ mishmdem * 
directly indicates the group of sacrifices of which Agni and othiTs are acces- 
sories (i.e. Deities), — on the ground that the material used at. these latter is 
the vaiahvadevi dmikad (the Amiksa dedicated to ths Vishvedems).'^ 

But if the term * vaiahmdem ’ indicates the group of sacrifices, thim it can- 
not enjoin the Vishvedevaa as the deity ; — for how could the word ‘ vaishva- 
deva' pronounced once only indicate the group of sacrifices and also enjoin 
the Vishvedevaa as the deity ? (Consequently, it is not possible to conneijt 
the term ‘ vaishvadeva ’ with the Vishvedems. Hence the term must be taken 
as a Name, and not as injunctive of an accessory. 

SUTRA (16). 

Because accessories are subservient to others (and of 

SECONDARY IMPORTANCE). 

Bhasya. 

Further, accessories are only subservient to other things; hence they 
cannot justify the repetition of the principal factor (Act of offering); 
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hence (according to the Purvapaksa view, by which the term * vaishvadeva^ 
lays down the common deity for the offering of all materials), the right course 
to adopt would be to make a single offering (consisting all the various mate- 
rials dmiksa, vdjina and so forth), and we should not repeat the act of offer- 
ing in accordance with the number of materials ; — there would be no incon- 
gruity in this joint offering as the deity for all is one and the same (i.e. 
VishvedSva). The result of this would be that all the thirty libations 
(that have been laid down as to be offered) would be offered (as included) in 
the single Principal Libation, and thus there would bo no completion of the 
number ‘ thirty ’ in regard to the offerings into the Ahavanlya Fire. [This 
being the inevitable result of taking the term * vaishvadeva * as injunctive of 
an accessory] it becomes established that the term is the Name of a sacrifice. 



Adhikaraija ( 11) : In connection with the Vaishva- 
n a r a , the mention of the number ‘ eight * is only 
an A r t h a V a d a . 

SUTRA (17). 

[PtTRVAPAKSA] — “ It is ONLY WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF WHAT IS AL- 
READY KNOWN THAT CANNOT BE TAKEN AS INJUNCTIONS; 

IN THE TEXT IN QUESTION THE CAPACITY TO BE 
TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION IS THERE ”, 

Bhasi/a. 

[Hitherto we have been considering the question ns to certain words being 
names of sacrifices or injunctive ot accessories. VVe are now going to consider the 
question hs to whether or not certain words are in|unctive of accessories, without 
considering whether or not they are names of sacrifieos.] 

We meet with the text ‘ Vaifihnlnaram dvadashalcapala m nirvapei putre 
jdte ’ I ‘ On the birth of a son one should offer tli© Vaishvtinara cake ha^^ed on 
twelve pans’l (Taitti Samhitd 2. 2. 5. 3; also Vnjasa, Sam, 20. 60) in 
connection with this same offering wo find laid down several alternatives re- 
garding the number of Panft to be used — ‘ Yndaatdkapdlo bhavati ijdyatryahni^ 
nam hmlwiamr chase na pundtP [‘If the Cake is baked on edqht pans, Gdyatrl 
herself sanctifies him with Brahmic glory’ | and so forth. — In regard to these 
latter, there arises the question — Is the mention of ‘cught’ and other 
numbers injunctive of accessories, or only Arthnvdda (cominendatory declara- 
tion) ? 

On this question w’e have the following Purvapnkmi — “All these are 
injunctive of accessories; — why? — because only those words that are express 
s}vc of wknt is already known — i.e. which speak of things already known — 
cannot he taken as injunctions ; but the sentence in question has this (capacity 
that it speaks of things not already enjoined ; — what is that capacity ? — it is 
the capacitj^ of enjoining things; i.e. it will be able to enjoin something not 
already enjoined; otherwise all such texts would be merely Arthavada^ 
declamatory, and a-s such, serving no useful purpose. Nor can the number 
^ eight' be taken as alreeidy included in the number ‘twelve’ (mentioned in 
the first sentence) [and hence not needed to be enjoined again] ; because the 
commendation of the ‘ eight pans' is found in a clear direct assertion of the 
Veda yadastdkapdlo bhavati, etc.'), while the commendation of the * twelve 
pans ’ can be only indirect ; and the indirect can be accepted only in the 
absence of the direct, — From all this it follows that the numbers are injunc- 
tive of accessories.” 
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8UTRA (18). 

[Siddhanta] — If the words enjoined accessories, these acces- 
sories, NOT BELONOINO TO THE SACRIFICE, WOULD BE 
USELESS IN ITS ACTUAL PERFORMANCE; AS THEY 
COULD NOT SERVE ANY USEFUL PURPOSE 
WITH RE(iARD TO IT. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that the words in question should be taken as injunctive 
of accessories. If they were injunctive of accessories, all they fould do would 
bo to lay down a particular number in regard to the pans on which the cakes 
would be baked ; and they could not enjoin anything in regard to the actual 
performance of the sacrifice. The connection of the number * twelve* with 
the sacrifice is indicated by the syntactical connection (of the sentence 
‘ Vaishvdndmtn dvddnsiutknpdlam^ while that of the other numbers, 

‘eight* and the rest could, at best, be indicated only by Context; conse- 
quently these latter could not enter into the sacrificial performance at all. 
Further, those other numbers, ‘eight’ and the rest, having become connected 
with the Cakes, by direct syntactical connection, would naturally set aside the 
indication of the Context, and the indication of the (Context being set aside, 
the said numbers could not become connected with the Vaishvdnara sacrifice 
(for connection wherewith, the said Context would be the sole authority, and 
that has been set aside) ; — and not being connected with the sacrifice, they 
would bo useless; as no results could follow’ from their connection with the 
Cakes only. — On the other hand, if the words are taken as Arthamda, it is 
possible for them to be taken as commendatory of the Vaishwtnara sacrifice. 
Hence they should be taken as Arthavdda, 


HUTRA (19). 

Objection: “It is not possible for the numbers ‘eight' and 

THE REST TO BE SUPPLEMENTARY TO THE INJUNCTION 

(of the Vaishvanara) 

Bhasya, 

This objection has been urged by the Purvapaksin and has to be refuted. 
This sutra ends with the mere statement of the objection. [“ The Injunction 
lays down baking on twelve pans ; while the words in question speak of eiyht 
pans only. How then can the latter be supplementary to the former ? And 
if it cannot be so supplementary, then it cannot be an Art?iavdda com- 
mending what has been laid down in the Injunction.**] 



153 


ADHYAYA I, PADA IV, ADHIKARANA ( 11 ). 

SUTRA (20). 

[Answer] — Inasmuch as [the SxMALler number] is not 

EXCLUDED [from THE ORBATER NUMBER], IT IS QUITE 
POSSIBLE FOR THE WORDS IN QUESTION TO SERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDIN(i WHAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED. 

Bhmya. 

When it is clearly understood that any commending of the 
‘eight pans’, etc., is useless (for the simple reason that these numbers, 
‘ eight ’ and the rest, have not been enjoined, and it is only the commenda- 
tion of what has been enjoined that can serve the useful purpose of prompt- 
ing irien to the enjoined act), then the words in question must be taken as 
indirectly eulogising ‘ the cake baked on twelve pans and thereby serving to 
commend the Vaishvdnara sacrifice (at which the cake baked on twelve pans 
is used) ; and this indirect eulogising would be done through the fact that the 
numbers ‘ eight * and the rest are included in, ‘ not exchided frotn ’, the number 
‘twelve’ ; and hence the eulogy of the part (eight) could very well serve as 
the eulogj" of the whole (twelve) ; — just as in praising the w’heel, we praise its 
parts — ‘ How beautiful are its felly and nave ! ’ — or ns in praising the army 
we praise its parts — ‘ How beautiful are the elephants, horses, chariots and 
infantry in this army ! ’ — Thus it is quite possible for the words in cpiestion 
to be taken as commendatory declarations. 

SUTRA (21). 

[Objection] — It mkuit be the instioatinc motive'', — if this is 

UROED, [then the ANSWER IS AS OIVEN IN THE FOLLOWINIJ 

HtfTRA.j 

Bhdsya. 

You (Purvapaksin) may argue as follows — “ The texts in question are 
regarded (by the Siddhdntin) to bo Arthavada (commendatory of the 
Vaishvdnara) ; but why cannot the Brahmic glory and other desirable things 
(mentioned in the text in question) serve as the prompting motive for 
adopting the other numbers ‘ eight * and the rest ? The meaning would be 
that if the sacrificer desires Brahmic glory, he should bake the cake on eight 
pans, and so on ; the same may be said in regard to the other desirable 
results that are mentioned in connection with the other numbers ; [‘ Vigour * 
resulting from nine, ‘ Food’ resulting from ten, efficient sense-organs result- 
ing from eleven, ‘ cattle ’ resulting from twelve], — What would be the advan- 
tage of taking the texts in this manner ? — The advantage would be that the 
enjoining of the accessory (number) of the cake would not bo useless (as has 
been urged by the Siddhdntin, under Sutra 18 above), and also there would 
be no need to assume the texts to be indirect commendations of the ‘ cake 
baked on twelve pans *. Hence the texts should be taken as enjoining things 
(the different numbers) for the purpose of the fulfilment of certain desirable 
results.” 
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SUTRA (22). 

[Answer] — They cannot be taken as instigatincj motives ; 

AS IN that case, they WOULD BE USELESS; — MOTIVES 
APPERTAIN TO THE PERFORMER; WHILE WHAT IS 
STATED IN THE TEXTS IS ONLY WITH A VIEW 
TO EULOOISINU THE SACRIFICE E. 

Bhnsya. 

If the texts in question were taken as enjoining things for the fulfilment 
of certain desirable results, then they should be so many distinct sentences; 
— as a matter of fact, however, we find that the whole comprises a single 
sentence — beginning with the words (a) ‘on the birth of a son, one should 
offer the Vaishvdnara cake baked on twelve pans’, and ending witli the 
words — ‘if it is baked on twelve pans, the Jatjatl bestows upon him cattle, 
— if this sacrifice is performed on the birth of a son, that son becomes 
sanctified, glorious, partaker of food, endowed with efficient sense-organs and 
possessed of cattle’ {Tai. Sath. 2. 2. 6. 3); and between these two passages 
in the beginning and in the end, vv() have the texts speaking of the ‘cake 
baked on ehjkt pans’ and so forth; — now if these latter were not syntac- 
tically connected with opening and closing passages ((|uoted above), they 
would be so many distinct sentences. — Then again, all motives such as 
becoming mnctifled and the like — would always appertain to the performer; 
while what is stated in the texts in (piestion here regarding ‘becoming 
sanctified ’ and the rest is clearls' for the purpose of eulogising the 
Vaishvdmira sacrifice; and the intervening texts speaking of the numbers 
‘eight’ and the rest become connected with this same eulogy, as supply- 
ing so many reasons for the eulogy; — the sense of the entire passage being — 
^Because the Gdyatrl sanctifies him with Brahmic glory, /Aere/o re he becomes 
sanctified ;— because the Trivrt bestows upon him vigour, therefore he becomes 
vigorous; — because the Virfij bestows upon him food, therefore he becomes 
partaker of food; — because the Tristub bestows upon him efficient sense- 
organs, therefore he becomes endowed with efficient sense-organs; — because 
the Jayatl bestows upon him cattle, therefore he becomes rich in cattle*. 

Thus then, we find that, as the texts cannot be taken as enjoining things 
for the accomplishment of certain desirable results, — if they were not taken 
even as Artfmvdda (coniiuemlatory), they would become entirely useless. 

From all this we conclude that ‘ Brahmic gh^ry ’ and the rest cannot be 
taken as motives instigating the use of the numbers ‘eight’ and the rest. 
These numbers, ‘ eight ’ and the rest, therefore must be taken as purely 
commendatory. 



Adhikara:!IA ( 12 ): The word ^yajamarui' serves to eulogise 

the grass-bundle. 

SUTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta] — ( a) The ac'complishment of purpose. 

Bhasya. 

[In uonnootion \^ith Arthavdilas, tleolamafcory doolarations, it is to he noted that 
the> are helped by fijjurative descriptions; we now proceed to explain and ex- 
emplify the various factors that serve as the basis of these doscriptiona, SQtras 
23-28 enumerate six such bases for Figurative Description.] 

We meet with such texts as ‘ Yajanumah praslarah ’ (‘ The Sacrificor is the 
grass-bundle’) [Taittirlya Samhitu 2.0.5], ‘ Yajamana eknhiptVah ' (‘The 
Sacrificer is the cake liaked upon one pan’) (TnittL Hid. J. (i. 3. 4). In 
regard to these tht^re arises the (piestion — Is the statement ‘The sacrificer 
is the grass-bundle’ injunctive of accessories or mere Arthamda ? Similarly 
with tlie otIu‘r statement — ‘The sacrificer is tlu' cake baked upon one jian.’ 

On this (piestion, the Purvapakm is as follows: — “The statement is in- 
junctive of an accessory. — Wliat woidd be tlu* effect of this? — The (dTe(*t. 
would be that in this manner the statem(*ut would (*njoin sometliing not 
already kncmn; otherwise, if it were taken as an Arthamdat it would sc^rvi^ 
no useful juirposc* ; and it is morc^ rcHVsonable to havc^ the te.xt- starving a usoful 
purpose. Hence it should be taken as an Injunction ”. 

[In answer to this, the Siddhinfa is as follows | : — It cannot be ho ; if the 
text were an Injunction, then (as a result of it) tJie Sacrificer would have to 
be used to servo the pur])os(5 that is served liy the (frasti-htni/lle. or the (fraHa- 
handle would lie used to serve the purpose that is serv'(*d by the Sacrificer. 
So that the purpose served by the Orass-bundlo bcung that the Juhii or all 
the aSVi/A’s arc' kept upon it, — this Jaha mid Srnks would bo kept upon the 
Sacrificer (as a result of the said injunction) ! Under the circumstances, the 
Sacrificer would be unable to perform the duties of tlie Sacsrificer,— -such 
duties for instance as are laid down in such texts as ‘ The Sacrifice!’ and tlie 
Brahman -priest sit down to the south (right) of tlie rite that is being per- 
formed (i.e. the altar) ’. Nor is it possible for the (Irass-bundle to carry on tlie 
duties of the Sacrificer . — Similarly if the Sacrificor were em[>loyed to serve 
the purpose that the ‘ cake baked on one cake’ is meant to serve, — then, he 
would have to be entirely offered as an oblation (as this is what is meant to 
be done by the said cake) ; — and when the Sacrificor will have been offered 
into the fire, all the rest of the Ritual would disappear. — Nor again is the 
cake baked on one pan capable of performing the duties of the Sacrificer. — 
For these reasons, the texts in question cannot be taken as Injunctions. 

Then again, there is another injunction in regard to the Grass-bundle — 

* He keeps the Grass-bundle upon the Barkis grass’, — and also in regard to* 
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the Cake baked on one Pan — ‘ He makes one entire oblation of the cake 
baked on one pan — For this reason also, the texts cannot be injunctions. 

If the texts are taken as Arihavdda^ the meaning is that ‘ the Sacrificer is 
to be known as the Grass-bundle, — and also as the Cake baked on one pan 

“ But what sort of co-ordination can be recognised between the Sacrificer 
and the Grass-bundle or the Cake ? Neither the Grass-bundle nor the Cake 
can be the Sacrificer ; nor can the Sacrificer be the cake baked on one pan 
or the First Bundle of grass. — How then can a word expressive of one thing 
be applied to what is expressed by another word ? And for what purpose 
should there be a description of what is already known ? ” 

The reply to the above is as follows : — ^It is for the purpose of eulogising, 
if that which is already known is mentioned. The implication of the text ‘ the 
sacrificer is the grass-bundle ’ is that ‘ the grass-bundle is to be kept upon 
Barkis grass, because it is the Sacrificer (who is the most important 
person) ’ ; — similarly the moaning of the text ‘ the sacrificer is the cake baked 
on one pan and should be offered as a single oblation’ is that ‘Heaven 
is the Sacrificial Fire, and the Sacrificer is installed in Heaven in the same 
manner as tlie Cake is placed on the fire.’ 

“ But how can a word exfiressive of one thing, be applied to a thing ex- 
pressed by another word ? ” 

It is by way of indirect or figurative description ; i.o. such a descrip- 
tion is based upon certain qualities. 

“But how can a word not expressive of a quality (such as ‘sacrificer’, 

‘ grass -bundle ‘ fire ’ ) denote a quality ? ” 

It would do so by denoting its own moaning. All the words that are 
used in their secondary or figurative sense do not denote that sense after 
having entirely abandoned their own meaning ; as in that case there would 
ho an abandoning of what is well-known and an assuming of what is not 
known at all. Further, all such words are not expressive of a number of 
qualities; because we meet with figurative description even with regard to 
things wanting in some of the qualities. For instance, the lioness’ cub, 
struck by disecwe, and hence not courageous in his behaviour, (and thus 
devoid of many leonine (pialities), is still called a ‘lion’. The word that 
denotes a group of things is not used to denote a part of that group; 
if it did so, then this would be against the law that ‘ the word Lion is 
expressive of that well-recognised factor which is common to all individual 
lions.’ Nor could the term ‘ lion ’ be applied, by an assumption, to what is 
not a lion ; because any such assumption would be impossible. 

Question: — “If figurative description were based upon the actual mean- 
ing of the words, how could there be any restriction as to the extent of 
such description ? ” 

Answer: — The restriction would be due to the actual presence of (at 
leaist part of) that meaning. For instance, when the term ‘ lion ’ is 
applied to something else (a man for instance), wdiat is understood is that 
he is a man of courageous action, and this is due to the recognition of the 
fact that courageous action is the quality of the lion (which is denoted by 
the word ‘lion’). Hence it is that when a man thinks of speaking of a 
man of courageous action^ his intention is fulfilled if he uses the term ‘ lion * 



ADHYAYA I, PADA IV, ADHIKABAKA ( 12 ). 


167 


for that purpose ; and what happens is that the animal lion, which is denot> 
ed by the word ‘ lion on being cognised, brings about the notion of ‘ courage- 
ous action ’ which is associated with that animal ; and in this manner, by 
denoting its own meaning, the word (‘lion’) brings about the notion of the 
presence of the qualities associated with that meaning. 

“ Now, in the case of the Saorificer being spoken as the ‘ grass-bundle *, — 
or of the Sacrificer being spoken of as ‘the cake baked on one pan*, — what 
sort of quality is recognised as present ? ” 

The quality recognised is that of ^accomplishment of purpose' (Sutra), 
Every one accomplishes his own work, — if some one else does that man’s 
work, he is remembered whenever the other is spoken of ; for instance, in the 
case of the King and the Keeper of tlie Muster-Roll, the latter does the King’s 
w'ork, and hence whenever the King is spoken of, the said Keeper comes to the 
mind as associated wuth him. In the same manner, in the case in question, 
the Grass-bundle and the Cake baked on one Pan accomplish the Sacrificer’ s 
purposes, and hence when the Sacrificer is spoken of, they also come to the 
mind; and thus it is that they also come to bo denoted by the term 
* sacrificer ’ — But why ? — Because by being so denoted they become eu- 
logised, — and that in reference to the placing on /o/>(inthe case of tlie Grass- 
bundle) and being offered as an entire oblation (in the case of the Cake). 

From ail this we conclude t.liat words and texts like those under consi- 
deration are Arthamdas, not Injunctions, 



ADHiKARAiyA (13) : Words like ‘agmya’ serve to eulogise 
the Brahmatm and others. 

SUTRA (24). 

(h) Birth (or Origin). 

Bhdaya, 

We meet with such texts as ‘The Brahmana is dgneya' (Talttirlya 
Bra. 2. 7. 3. 1) — ‘The Ksattriya is aindra' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 13) — 
‘ the Vaishya is vaiahvadeva (Tal. Bra. 2. 7. 2. 2). — In regard to those, the 
question is — Are these statements injunctive of accessories or arthavddaa ? 

The Purvapakaa is that “ they are injunctive of accessories ; as it is only 
thus that they would enjoin something not already known ; otherwise, being 
mere Arthavdda, they would be useless.” 

The SiddMnta is as follows: — They are not injunctions, because the 
requisite injunctions are found elsewhere. Therefore they must be arthavdda ; 
and the statement is for the purpose of eulogising what has bc^en enjoined 
by another text. 

Question : — “But in what manner would the words Ulyneya'* and the 
rest be applied to (the Brahmana and the rest) who are not really dffneya, 
etc.?” 

Ariawer: — They would be applicable by way of figurative description. — 
“What is the basis of fiyurative deavriptioyi V — The relationship to 
Fire. — “ How so ? ” The relationship between the Afjneya and the Brahmana 
is that both have the same origin. — “ In what way have they the same 
origin ? ” — This is made clear in the following passage — “ Prajapati desired to 
create progeny, — from out of his mouth, he created the Trvrt ; after that, the 
deity Agni, the Gdyatri metre, the Rathantara Sdrnan, the Brahmana among 
men, the Goat among animals; thus it is that these are called mukhya 
(Principal, literally, ‘of the mouth’), as they were created out of the 
mouth; — out of His chest and arms He created the Pahchudasha ; after that 
the deity Indra, the Triatup metre, the Brhat Sdmariy the Ksattriya among 
men, the Sheep among animals ; thus it is that these are powerful, because 
they came about of Power ; — out of His thighs and the waist He created the 
Saptadasha, and after that the deity Vishvedeva, the Jayati metre, the 
Vairupa Sdrnan, the V^aishya among men, the Cows among animals”. 
(Taittiriya Samhita 7. 1. 1. 4-6). — In view of this statement, (of the origin of 
things), if any one out of any of the three groups of things happen to be 
spoken of, another one of the same group also comes to the mind. 

For these reasons, the texts in question must be taken as Arthjavdda, 



ADHiKARAiiTA (14) : Words like ‘ y u p a ’ serve the purpose 
of eulogising the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA ( 25 ). 

(c) Through Similarity ok shape. 

Bhasya. 

We meet with such texts as ‘ The sacrificer is tlie sacrificial post *, * Aditya 

is the sacrificial post’ (Taittirlya Bmhmatm 2. 1. 5. 2). The question is Is 

this injunctive of accessories or an Arthavdda ? 

The Purvaixtkaa is that ** it is injunctive of accessories, as it is only thus 
that it serves a useful purpose.” 

The Siddhanta is as follows — It cannot be an injunction, (a) because the 
Sacrificer cannot do the work of the Post, nor can the Post do th(^ work of 
the Sacrificer; and (6) because we have other Injunctions. — Henc(^ the text 
must be taken as an nrtJmvdda serving the purpose of eulogising what has 
been enjoined. The co-ordination (between the Sacrificer and the Post) is 
got at through figurative description — “ What is the quality on the basis of 
which you have this figurative description?” — It is the similarity of shape 
{Sutra) — “ what is the similarity of shape ? ” — Tallness and Brightness, 

From all this it follows that texts like those under consideration are 
Arthavddas. 



Adhikarai^ A (16) : Words like ^ A p a s h u ’ {Not-animal) 
serve the purpose of eulogising the Cow and other 
animals. 

SUTRA (26). 

(d) Praise. 

Bhdsya. 

We meet with such texts as (a) ‘ Animals other than cows and horses 
are not-animals’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 2. 9. 4), — (b) ‘A sacrifice without Sdrmtn 
is not-sacrifice ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 5. 7. l)~(c) ‘That which is without the 
Chkandotna is not-Sattra ’ — {TaiUlrlya Samhitd 7. 3. 8. 1). — In connection 
with these, the question arising as to whether these texts are injunctive of 
accessories or Arthnmdas , — the Purvapakaa is that “ they are injunctions, 
as it is only thus that they can serve a useful purpose”. 

The SUldhanUi is as follows: — If these were injunctions, then (a) only 
cows and horses would be animals, (6) that alone would be a sacrifice in 
which admins are used, (c) and that alone would be Sattra which contained 
the Chhandorna ; — and the mention (or injunction or creation) of other 
(a) animals, (6) sacrifices and (c) Sattras would be entirely useless; — nor 
would there bo any possibility of there being another Injunction (as there 
is). — For this reason, the text must be taken eis an Arthavdda serving the 
purpose of eulogising; that is, {a) it cries down all other animals (by calling 
them ‘not-animals’) for eulogising the cow and the horse; (6) the Sdma -less 
Sacrifices are cried down, for the purpose of eulogising those with Sdnuin ; 
(c) the Sattraa without the Chhandofna are cried down, for the purpose of 
eulogising those with the Chfiandotna , — just as we have in the case of such 
assertions as ‘eating without clarified bvitter is not-eating’, ‘dirty clothes 
axe no-clothes 



Adhikarainta ( 16 ): Figurative Description based upon 
large numbers. 

SUTRA (27). 

(e) Large numbers. 

Bhasya, 

We find the text ^ SratlrupadadhMV (* Places the Srati bricks) {Taittirlya 
Samhita 5. 3. 4]. In regard to this there being a doubt as to its being in- 
junctive of accessories or an Arthavdda^ — the Purmpakaa is that “it is 
injunctive of accessories, as it is only thus that it will enjoin something not 
already known*'. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — If the text were an 
Injunction, then the meaning would be that ‘one should place the bricks 
liavirwf the Srati-'tnarUraa * ; but there is no peculiarity mentioned with 
regard to the Bricks^ as to which are, and which are not, with the SfPPi- 
tnantras'y so that the Srati-nvantraa (i.e. Mantras containing the term 
* arati^) would have to be recited in connection with all the bricks; and 
under the circumstances, the reciting of those nuintraa which have no con- 
nection with the rite of Brick-phxcimt would be entirely useless. — For these 
re€W3ons we conclude that the text is to be taken as Descriptive of, or Reference 
to, only those of the Mantra-texts which have been enjoined as to be recited 
in connection with the Placing of Bricka; and the mention of the term 
‘ srati’ serves the purpose of eulogising the act of erection {anrjana). 

Further, if the text were an Injunction, recourse to indirect indication 
would be inevitable ; and this indirect indication would be of those mantras 
devoid of the term ^ aratV which are found in the hymn * Ekayd atuvate^ etc.* 
{Taittirlya Bamhitd 4. 3. 10). — [What is meant is that, though the mantras in 
question are spoken of as one collective whole, as in the sentence * ekayd 
stuvate\ — yet the distinguishing term * arati’ is found only among a few of 
them, such as the Anuvdkyd, etc., and hence if the name ‘ Srati ’ were applied 
to all the mantras, it would be abandoning its direct signification and 
accepting an indirect one, which is not permissible in an Injunction ; and 
while indirectly indicating the mantras not containing the term ‘ sfpti *, it 
would also denote those that do contain it ; and this would be a very com- 
plicated process. If, on the other hand, it is taken as a mere descriptive 
eulogy of the Brick-placing, a recourse to indirect indication or figurative 
expression would not be considered improper. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 
455-466]. 

Objection: — “There may be the same incongruity when the text is 
taken as a descriptive reference and recourse is held to indirect indication 

Answer: — Recourse to indirect indication would not be improper in the 
case of the text being taken eis a descriptive reference. 

11 
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Question : — “ But how can the name ^ Srsti' be applied to inantras not 
•containing the term ‘ arsti ’ ? ” 

Answer : — It would be applied by reason of the fact of ‘ a large number of 
the mantras concerned containing that term ; — as a matter of fact, among the 
mantras, there are many that contain that distinguishing term, and only a 
very few that do not contain it. 



Adhikaraivta (17): Words like ‘Pranabhrt’ serve the 
purpose of eulogising. 

StJTRA (28). 

(/) BK(JAIT.SE of the presenoe of indicative .sign.'). 

JihSsifa. 

There are such texts as ^ Pramihhiia iipadad?idtr (Taitti. Saiii. 5. 2. 10 
or 5. 3. 12), * Ajiplnirupadad/idtr {Taittiripa SamhiUl 5. 7. 2. 5) [where also 
the terms * praimhhrtah * stands for the hriekn placed with a set of Mantras 
beginning with the word * pravuabhrtah \ and the case stands on the same foot- 
ing as the text * arstlrupadadMti * dealt with in the foregoing adhikarnim ; 
the only difference being that the nmntmit actually beginning with the word 
^ prdnahhrtah ’ are fewer than those beginning with * srsti ’ ; and yet the word 

* prdwxhhrtah ’ gives its name to a larger num})er of mantran than those to 
which the name ‘ Hrsti ’ is applied]. 

Here also, if the text were an injunction, then, when the bricks with the 

* Prd'uahhrt'* -mantras would be placed, those mantras which do not contain 
the term * prdruihhrt'* would be rendered useless. Hence the text must be 
taken as a mere declaration or reference; what happens is that * because 
of the presence of Indicative signs', the word expressing one thing is applied 
to another thing ; as when we find in the case of the assertion ‘ chhairinio 
gachchhnti' (‘Persons with umbrellas are going along’), where even though 
a single man of the lot may be carrying an umbrella, the whole lot become 
indicated by that indicative sign. — Neither the term * prdnahhrt' , nor the 
term ‘ srafi ’ could be taken as having its indication restricted to those 
mantras that do riot contain the indicative words ; in fact those mantras also 
are included which contain the terms ^ prdnahhrt' and ‘ srsti' ; just as in the 
case of the term ‘ chhatrinah ’, the term includes the one 'man ivith the 
utnbrella as also others not carrying the umbrella. 



ADHiKABAijrA (18) : Doubts regarding the meaning of 
words and sentences set aside by subsequent 
{supplementary) passages. 

SUTRA (29). 

In doubtful cases, [a definite conclusion is abrived at) 

WITH THE HELP OF SUBSEQUENT PASSAitES. 

Bhasya. 

[In interpreting injunotions and Declamatory DeclaratiorLs, sometimes doubts 
will arise as to which J3eclaration, Arthavada^ is to be taken with which Injunction 
and so on. Hence the Author is going to propound a general princjipio according 
to which these doubtful points could bo settled.] 

We have the Injunction — * Alctdh afuirkard upadadhdti^ (‘One puts in 
wetted pebbles ’) [Taittiriya Brdhmana 3. 12. 5. 12], — which is followed by the 
Arthavdda * Tejo vai ghrUim' (‘Clarified Butter is glory itself’). — Now there 
arises the question — Are the ‘pebbles’ to be wotted with any one of the fluid 
substances, clarified butter, oil and fat ? Or are they to be wetted with 
Clarified Butter onlyl — “Why should such a doubt arise?” — Because the 
passage opens with tlie stateinent speaking of mere wetting in general, 
while it ends with the statement speaking of the particular fluid sub- 
stance, Clarified Butter.- Now, it is agreed that the opening sentence and 
the concluding sentence should be taken together as forming one sentence, 
to get at the meaning of the entire passage; but there arises the question as 
to whether the general statement in the opening sentence is to be qualified 
and restricted in its scope by the concluding particular statement, or the 
particular stateinent in the concluding sentence is to be extended in its 
scope by the general statement in the opening sentence. 6So that the question 
remains — as between the opening and the concluding statements, which 
is to be accepted as the final conclusion ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — 

“ In doubtful cases like the one cited, the general statement in the opening 
sentence having given rise to the general conception untrammelled by anything 
to the contrary (long before the concluding particular statement comes in), 
— there is nothing to justify its restriction to any particular conception ; on 
the other hand, as regards the concluding statement, before it has come 
to the field, the general conception (that the wetting may be done by any 
wetting fluid) has been already brought about by the opening general state- 
ment; so that the particular statement, regarding the particuleu* wetting 
substance being Clarified Butter only, runs counter to the said general 
conception already in the field. The only reasonable course to adopt in this 
case therefore is to take the term ‘clarified butter’ in the concluding 
sentence in a qualified figurative sense, indicating ‘ Clarified Butter ’ as also 
all other wetting fluids ; just as in a preceding Adhikararyi^ the term ‘ ’ 
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heus been taken to include the Mantras containing the term “ srsfi * as well as 
those not containing that term, — so the term ‘ Clarified Butter ' here stands 
for Clarified Butter as also for what is not -Glar I fiejl -Butter '' 

In answer to the above Parmpakm regarding doubtful cases, we have 
the following Siddhdnta : — 

It is true that the entire passage opens with the general statement ; 
but the general statement always stands in need of spt^cification ; [as no 
wetting possible except with a particular substance], the general statement 
in the opening sentence lias to be restricted in its scope at the very outset, 
and this restriction (to one definite substance) is done by the particular state- 
ment in the concluding sentence. — “Why so?” — Because, as a matter of 
fact, there can be no injunction of mere whetting in general; [when there is 
Injunction of wetthig, it must be wetting by some one substance] ; so that 
the particular statement in the coniiluding sentence is in no w^ay incom- 
patible with the opening statement. — “ But how can it bo said that the tcetting 
in general is not enjoined ? ” — Because so long as the doubt is there, no word 
in the passage can be regarded as having the injunctive force; so that thc*ro 
is no injunctive word at all; specially as the words of the text are *aktflh 
sliarkard upadadluitl' (‘one puts in wetted pebbles’), whore the verb is in 
the Present Tense. Then again, there is no commendatory text- directly 
eulogising wettiruj substance in general; while* of the particular wetting subs- 
tance, Clarified Butter, we have the eulogy contained in the direct asst^rtion 
(‘Clarified Butter is glory itself’); so that for the particular substance 
Clarified Butter, we have* the direct commendation, whereas of the substance 
in general, the commendation is only indirect; and Direct Assertion is 
always more powerful than Indirect Indication; so that the injunction 
deduced from the passages as a whole is that of Clarified Butter. 

Similarly in the passage — ‘One wears clothes; the cloth sacred to 

all the gods is silk’ [whore the entire passage is taken as enjoining the 
wearing of silk clothes]; — and also in the passage — ‘Touching this, one 

should sing; all beings live upon this Audmnhart' [where the 

whole passage is taken as enjoining the touching of the particular object, 
Auduynbari]. 



ADHiKARAijTA (19) : Tht Indefinite becomes definite by the 
capacity of things, 

SOTRA (30). 

Ob, THK DJSDUOIN(i OK THE CONCI.IISION MAY BE BA.SBD UPON THE 
CAPACITY OF THIN(}S, — BECAUSE THAT (CAPACITY OF THINCS) 
FORMS AN INTECJRAL PART (OF WHAT IS ENJOINED IN 
THE Veda). 

B has I/a, 

[Anotlier kind of doubtful canes is dealt witli here.j 

We have such texts as — " Srvveria avadi/ati' (‘Slices with the 
small Ladle ’), — ‘ S'lmlhitind mxidt/ati ’ (‘ Slices with the Razor ’ ), — ‘ Ha.stena 
avadynti' (‘Slices with the hand*). — fn n^gard to these, tlien^ arises the 
question — Is ev(Ty substance — liquid, solid and moat, — to be sliced with the 
Tjadle, the Razor and the Hand ? Or the partic*ular instrument for slicing is 
to be select(‘d in accordance witli the capacity of (^ach (to do the slicing of 
th(i particular substance conc(^rned) ; — i.e. that of lutuids, with i\w Ladle , — 
that of meat, with the Razor , — and that of solids, with tht‘ Hand ? 

The Purvapakm is that “as the texts lay down no restriction, there 
need be no restriction at all (as to which instrunuMit is to ))e used for slicing 
in any particular case).” 

In answer to this I^urvapakm, we have the following SUldhdnta: — The 
deducing of the conclusion may he baaed npo7} the capacity of thinya; — that is, 
the assumption of a definite conclusion is to be basecl upon the capacity of 
the things conceriK^d. So that, the slicing could be done with the Ixidle, 
only to t hat substance of whiith it could bo done with the Ladh* : — similarly 
by any instrument, the slicing could be done of that substance only which 
would be capable of being sliced with that particular instrument. Bt'cause 
it is a general rule that when a verb denotes an action, the potency or capa- 
city (of things) is always lu'lpful (in determining the exact form of the action 
denoted). Thus then, in the case in q\iestion, there would be restriction 
in accordance with the capacity of the things concerned. 

Similarly in the case of the text — ^AhjaUnd mktiin praddcye juhotd* 
(cf. Taittirhya Samhitd 3. 3. 8. 4), — the term ‘ ahjali ’ stands for ‘ joined palms ’ 
(in general, without restricting it to any particuleu* way of joining the two 
palms); but it is taken to be restricted by the ‘capaidty of things’ to that 
way of joining the palms which brings about the shape of a flower ^bnd (a 
hollowed cup); because it is only with the palms joined in this form that 
the Homa could be offered ; — just as when one makes the statement ‘ Kate 
bhiihkte — Kdmayajmtrydm bhiihkte', the exact meaning determined by the 
‘capacity of things’ is that ‘He sits on the mat^ — places the food in the 
bell-metal dish, — and eats it’. 


End of Pado IV of Adhyayu I, 
End of Adhydya I. 



ADHYAYA II. 


Differentiation among Actions, 

PADA r. (Introductory). 

Adhikaraija (1) : BhAvarthadhikarana, 

[The Act as leading to the Apurm is expressed bg one word : and this irord 
the Verb.] 


SUTRA (1). 

Those ‘words denoting action’ (i.€\ Verbs) which 

DENOTE BhAVANA (ACTIVITY), — FROM THESE PROCEEDS 
THE (^0(}NITrON OF THE ACCOMPLISHMENT fOF THE 
RESULTANT A p U r V a] : AS IT IS THIS FA( ’I’ 

THAT IS ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

jThe first AdJn/aga has described the fneans o/ knowing Dharnm. 'Phe second 
\dhfjago deals with the question as to what are the various acts that are called 
* Dlnirma ’ : but before this is dealt with, it is necessary to ascertain the means 
of finding out whether and how one act is different from another According to 
Kumarila tlie main ^.iibjeet -matter of the second Adhyftya is the Differentiation 
firnony Action'^, and the other matters dealt with are subsidiary to this. — According 
to Prabhakara, the subject-matter of the Adhgayn is the difference rnnofig (he textn 
injunctive of the Acts. — Among the factors that go to differentiate one act from 
another, the most important is the result following from the Acts, — in the case 
of acts included under the category of ‘ Dharma this result being the .Apurva, 
or Transcendental Potency.— Consequently it becomes necessary first, of all to 
determine (1) what is this apurvo - and (2) what is the word that denotes it. j 

In the first Discoiirso a full aceoiint has boon given of the Meeins of knowing 
(Dharma): in course of which the real charaeb'r of rnjiinctions. Decla- 
matory E^tssages, Mantras and Smrtis lias Eieen detc^rmini^d ; — tlie Injunction 
of Accessories and also Names have been examined ; — it has also been 
explaintnl how doubtful cases are determined witli tlie help of supplementary 
passages. — All this has to be borne in mind. — After this we are now going 
to (jonsider what acts are Primary and what Secondary , — what acts are 
different and what not-different ; — this is the suEiject-iiiattc*r, and none other, 
that is to be dealt with (in the Second Discourse) ; — anti sucEi is the 
connection of the discourse (with what has gone before). 

In connection with this, six kinds of differentiation among Actions are 
going to be described, as based on — (1) Different words (under 2. 2. 1), 
(2) Repetition (under 2. 2. 2), (3) (under2. 2. 21), (4) Accessory details 
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(under 2. 2. 23 et 8eq.)y (6) Context (under 2. 3. 24), and (6) Name (under 
2. 2. 22). — ^We are mentioning here what we are going to explain because 
an explanation becomes ree^ily understood when the subject ha« been 
already indicated beforehand ; also the mind of the learner becomes 
concentrated. 

Thus then, it is the treatment of the means of distinguishing the 
various acts that constitutes this, the second discourse ; whatever else 
happens to be dealt with here is only what is introductory to, or connected, 
either directly or indirectly, with the said main theme. 

[The correlation and sequence of the twelve discourses may be thus summar- 
ised: — Until the means of knowledge have been duly defined (Discourse I), there 
can be no discussion of the meaning of Vedic texts ; and hence also no discussion 
regarding any two acts being the same or different (Discourse II) cannot be 
introduced;— the discussion of difference or non-difference is essential, as until 
some actions have been found to be different from others, there can be uo idea as 
to one being the Primary act and the other secondary or subsidiary to it 
(Discourse III), — nor of the usefulness or otherwise of the acts (Discourse IV),- - 
nor of the orrler of their performance (Discourse V); — it is only when the nature of 
an action has been duly understood that there can be any consideration regarding 
the person entitled to its performance (Discourse VI), which last question therefore 
stands in need of all the foregoing five discourses. — Similarly, Discourses VII- XII, 
treating as they do of such subjects as the Transference of Detnds and the like, 
presuppose a full knowledge of all the Injunctions regarding all the details of 
actions thus the latter half of the Sutras (Discourses VI I- Xll) are dependent 
upon what has gone before in the earlier half (Discourses 1— VI).] 

The fir.Mt point to bo eonaiderod is this : — Under Discourse I it has been 
declared (a) that * Dharina is that which is enjoined by the Injiuietiim as 
conducive to the highest good ’ (Sutra 1. 1. 2), — (6) that ‘ Injunction ' is the 
sentence that denotes an action, — (c) that the words constituting a sentence 
have distinct meanings. — Now the first question {A) that has to bo 
considered is — Is a different Dharina laid down by each one of tlu* words 
composing the Injunctive sentence ? or is a single Dhanna laid down by all 
the words collectively ? 

Now on this question (^4), we have the Pfirvapaksa (-4) that “a 
different Dhanna is laid down by each of the words.” 

The Siddhdnta (4) in answer to this question is as follows: — If the 
Transcendental Potency (Apurva) results from one act (laid down by one 
word in the sentence), then anything else that may be laid down by any 
other word in the sentence should be only auxiliary to the former act (and 
not an independent act leading up to a distinct result) ; as in this way 
there would bo need for the assumption of fewer transcendental potencies. 
Hence the conclusion is that there is only one transcendental Potenc^* (rt‘- 
sulting from the one act that is denoted by one word in the Injunctive 
sentence). 


Now — if there is only one Transcendental Potency y — then there arises 
the question (B ) — Does this Potency result from (acts denoted by) verbs 
(words denoting activity), or from (those denoted by) nouns (words 
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denoting substances and qualities) ? — (But before we can discuss this ques- 
tion), we have to determine what is an acti(yti and what are the words 
denoting activity ? — These words are ‘ yajati ’ (‘ sacrifices * ), ‘ daddti ’ (‘ gives ’ ). 
*juhoti^ (‘pours libations into the fire’) and so forth. — “ But these words 
are expressive of sacrifice, gift and libation-pouring,- Skud they cannot be 
‘ expressiv’e of activity. ’ — It is not so ; these words are expressive of 
sacrifice and the rest, and they are also expressive of activity ; what is under- 
stood as expressed by the words is the sacrifice (gift and libation -pour- 
ing), as also activity in general, — the sense of the injunction in this latter 
case being that ‘ one should so act that something may come about (bo 
iwcomplished) ’ . Thus it is that these are ‘words expressive of activity’: 
from nouns, on the other hand, we derive notions of substances and qualities, 
not of activity; hence nouns are not ‘ words expressive of activity,' 

The Purvapaksa (If) on this question (B) is that “ the Transcendental 
Potency results equally (from both kinds of words. Verbs as well as 
Nouns). ” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta (P) : --Thos(‘ Verb'- 
that are expressive of activity bring about the cognition of the accomplishment 
of the result, — i.e. such verbs as ^ yajeta’' (‘should sacrifice'). — Why 
so ? — Just because they are expressiv^e of activity; those words that express 
the idea that ‘ one should make something come about ’ would be just tliose 
w’hich, when combined wdth the term ‘desirous of heaven’, w'ould <‘xpress 
the idea that ‘one should make heaven come abotif; thus it is that from 
these w'ords is derived tlie idea of the ‘accomplishment’ — i.e. the bringing 
about, the fulfilment, — ‘of the result’; and what these words, as (*omhine(l 
w’ith the (special) acts of sacrifice, gift and libatioh-pouring, S])enk of is the 
fulfilment of heaven. — “ How' so ? ” — Because ‘ it is this fact that is enjoinetl\ 
— e.g. by the words expressive of the ‘ sacrifice ’ and othc»r acts. Tin* 
construction is like this — The question being ‘By wdiat should tin* man 
seeking Heaven bring about Heaven ? ’ — the answer is — ‘ By such a<*ts as 
Sacrifice and the rest’ ; — and w^hen what is denoted by a word brings about 
such a ‘result (as Heaven for instance), it can do so only though bringing 
about an (intervening) transcendental potency, — not in any other way ; it i*- 
thus that the Ajmrvct, the Transcendental Potency, comes to be comprehen- 
ded; hence the said Transcendental Potency comes to be knowm through 
the w’ord expressive of the act. It is in this sense that we declare that 
‘words expressive of activity’ are expressive of the Transcendental 
Potency; not that there is any word which is directly expressive of that 
Potency. — The fact of the matter is that something Juis to he brought into 
existence by the activity denoted by the verb, — and the desire for Heaven has to 
be fulfilled by some means; — thus between these two (the Activity and the 
Heaven) there is a mutual relationship, — like that between a carter who has 
lost his horse and another carter who has burnt his cart (i.e. the one 
needing the help that the other can give). For instance (in the case of the 
sentence ‘ one desiring Heaven should sacrifice* and such others), the verbs 
like ‘ sacrifice ’ (‘ yajeta ’) stand in need of certain factors, — i.e. the meaning 
of the term ‘ yajeta ’ being, as explained before, that ‘ one should bring about 
.something’, it becomes necessary to know — (a) What is to be brought 
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about ? — (b) By what it is to be brought about ? and (c) How it is to be 
brought about ? — The statement of the purpose by the term * avargakdmah ’ 
(‘desirous of Heaven’) supplies the information as to (a) what is to be 
brought about. — Such cannot be the explanation of words expressive of 
substances and qualities (i.e. Nouns). — Thus we conclude that verbs, being 
expressive of activity, express the Transcendental Potency. 

Objection : — “ Why has the Sutra u.sed both the terms ‘ bhdvdrthdh ’ 
(words denoting activity) and ‘ karmashabddh ’ (verbs, which also denote acts) 

I since both appe^ar to be synonymous)? 

The answer to this is as follows: As a matter of fact, there are certain 
'words denoting action’ kammshabda') which are not ‘expressive of 
lihurand or activity’; — e.g. * 8hyena\ * chitrd' and such others (which are 
names of sacrifices, but do not by themselves convey any idea of the agent 
undertaking an witli a view to bringing about a certain result). [The 

reading *shyenalkatrikddayah^ appc^ars to b<' defective, though it appears in 
the Tantrmidriika also, Text, p. 1156; from what follows ^ ahyenachitrddayah ’ 
appears to he tlu* correct reading!; — on tht‘ rather hand, there are certain 
‘words denoting activity’ which are not ‘expressive' of action’; e.g. 

• hh/tvann \ ‘ bhdva ’ and ‘ hhuti ’ (Being).— 

[The following extracts from the Tantravdrtika throw some light upon the exact 
signification of the t(‘rms * karnuMtiabda' and * bhavashabda ' : -Ha-yn the lihapya 

• There arc certain KarmaxhabcUtp, etc.' 'Phough the j)ro])or words to be* cited as ox- 
Hinples were * udga\ * ynjaufi' and othci nouns denoting the action of savrifivtng^ 
.vot the lihuffija has cited the words ^.shyPna \ etc., which become names of actions 
only whiMi appearing in sentences as in apposition to words like *ijaga': in fact 
they arc recognised as Ktmtmstuihda because' of thi'ir denoting certain actions after 
and along with thi' injunction of savnjive as instrumental in the bringing about of 
certain results. -The Bha»ya continues - * There are ci'rtain Bhavartha words which 
are not Kurnuifthabda ' ; -and in this connection, tlu' proper words to ( ite would be 
' hhamyP.t (liring into I'xistence) 'kitryat' (make or do) and the like; as those are 
expressive of the activit;s of the agent, and not * biutvana.,' ‘ bhuti ' (lieing) which is 
the action of th(' result that is brought about, not of the agent; though one of the 
three words cited by the Bhd»ya -* bhdva ' -may be taken as signifying an activity 
on the part of tlu* .\gent -by being derived as with the causal affix (m which case 

' bhdva ^ w'oiild be equivalent, not to being, but to bringing into e^xistenre 

f^iie.stion --*" why should not the bhavartha words lie spoken of as *karma.*(habda 
when, as a matter of fact, esery verbal root is a FCanna.*ihabda, expressive of 
action ? '* Anfaver An undelineil general action, that of Being, is incapable of 
lieing performed ; hence words denoting such general action cannot bo spoken of as 

• Karnia.dutbda \ expressive of action ; and it is only words denoting particular acts 
capable of being performed that have been regarded as ' Karmapfiabda \ — Tantra- 
vdrtika. Translation, pp. 492 41K1, Text, p. Soti.j 

How is this to be illustrated ? — ^Tliere are two texts — (a) ‘ Shyenend- 
bhivharan yajeta' (‘doing to kill, one should sacrifice with the Shyena^ ; 
Sad. BrA. 3. 8. 1), — (h) * Chitrayd yajeta pashukdmah' (‘Desirous of cattle, 
oue should sacrifice with the Chitrd' ; Tai. Sa. 2. 4. 0. 1). In regard to 
these, it is doubtful if the construction of (a) is * shyenena abhicharan' 
(‘going to kill with the Shyena'), or ^yajeta abhicharan' (‘ going to kill, one 
should sacrifice’), — ^and that of (6) in ^ chitrayd pashukdtnah' (‘Desirous of 
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cattle, with the Chltrd^), or * pashukdmo i/ajeta' {‘Desirous of cattle, one 
should sacrifice’). — ^It is only when these points are doubtful that there is 
any ciiance of the enquiry as to whether the words {* shyena' and ^chitrd ’) 
are to be taken injunctive of accessories or as names. — (c) Similarly, in 
connection with the text * Darshapurnamuadbhydiii svargakdmo yajita 
(‘Desirous of heaven, one should sacrifice with the Darsha and the Punm- 
7 ndfia^), — where the terms ^ darnha'" and * purimmdsa' denote particular 
times, — is the construction to be * damhapurn^nndadbh yaw svargakdfnah 
(‘Desirous of heavi^n, through Darshn axul Purrvamdaa')^ or 'svargakdmo 
yajeta^ (‘Desirous of heaven, one should sacrifi(;e ’ ). — In all these tlireo 
texts, neither ' Darsha \ nor ' Purtianui8a\ nor * Chifrd \ nor 'ShySna' is 
‘ expressive of activity ' ; nor have these words any connection with the agent 
desiring the particulai* result, because their case-endings aiv different from 
those found in the words denoting the agent. — From all this it follows that 
words t^xpressivo of suhstances and (jualities are not expressive of the 
Apurra (Transcendental Potency). 

I Tin* sense of these arguments is as follows : — If the words ‘ shyetux 
‘cA//m’, * darsha' and * purtmmdsa' w(*re directly related to tin* 
particular results (atid as such, were Bhdmshabda, ‘words expressive of 
activity'), then tlu* yaga (sacrifice) itself would not b(‘ instrumental in 
the accomplishment of tin* n^sults; and tium words lik(' * shyena' could 
jiot h(* taken as names of sacrifices; as it is only h(*causi‘ of the (!o- 
ordination ot tin* instrumental sarrl/tre with words likt* * shyenena ’ that 
th(*se latter conu* to b<* regarded as names; not being taken as names, 
thes(‘ words could not he tak(‘n as injunct ivc' of acc<\ss()ries. When 
however the '-acritice is taken as the instrument oitlw Bhdmnd (bringwg 
hito existence), tin* word ' shyena' (iannot hut he t-aki'ii as the name 

of that sacrifice — ^ rut chaisdmarthind sambujid/iah' the B/uisya ; 

this means that tin* mention of tht* r(*sult has no direct concern 
wdtii tiu* word ‘ chifrayd ’ or ‘ shyenena \ | 


SUTHA (2). 

[Says thk Opp()NENt| — “ As a mattkk ok kaot, ‘ aotivity ’ is 
DENOTED BY ADD (WOKDS) ” ; — IK THIS IS DROEI) 

|THEy THK ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING 
SCTRA ). 

Bhdfjya. 

[Says tlie Opponent] — “If your view' is that words expressive of 
substances and qualith^s are 'not indicative of the Transcendental Potency 
(Apurva), because they are not ‘ t^xpressive of activity (Bhdva)\ — then, W'e 
urge that 'activity is denoted by all words'.— instance, in the 
sentence ‘ Darshapurnamdsdbhynm svargakdmo yajeta' (* Desirous of heaven, 
one should sac*rificc* with the Darslva and Purn^rrmsa ’ ), tlicj connection 
between the terms ‘desirous of heaven’ and ‘with the Darsha and Purnd- 
vvdsa ’ would be assorted by the term ‘ should sacrifice ’ ; — similarly in the 
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text ‘ Shyenendbhicharan yajita * (‘ Going to kill, one should sacrifice with the 
Shy^na^), the connection between the terms ‘going to kill’ and ‘with the 
shyena^ would be asserted by the term ‘should sacrifice’ ; — and in the text 
‘ Chitrayd yajeta 'paahukdmah' (‘ Desirous of cattle, one should sacrifice with 
the Chitrd^), the connection between the terms ‘desirous of cattle’ and 
‘with the cMtrd^ would be asserted by the term ‘should sacrifice’; — and 
thus all these words (and not only the term ‘should sacrifice’) are such as 
want the help of some other word to complete their sense ; so that all of 
them are equally expressive of ‘activity*; — and when all the words are 
equally expressive of ‘activity’, there is nothing to justify the restriction 
that the Transcendental Potency is indicated only by ‘ words expressive of 
particular acts’, and iKJt by those expressive of substan(;es and qualities/’ 


SUTRA (3). 

Those words are Nouns, — on the utterance e whereof in- 

actual USAGE, THE FORMS OF THE OBJECVrS DENOTED BY 
THEM BECOME APPREHENDED ; CONS BQU ENTITY ANY 
NEED FOR OTHERS fS FAR AWAY FROM THEM; 

SPECIALLY AS THEY ARE ACCOMPLISHED 
iENTITIES AT THE TIME OF BEINCi 
USED (and spoken OF). 

Bhasya. 

There are certain words in whose case it so happens that whenever 
they are pronounced for the purpose of conveying the idea of w'hat is 
denoted by them, what is so denoted becomes apprehended in its true form, 
— i.e. as being something which, having come into existence, continues to 
exist for some time, — and is not, like an act, destroyed as soon as it comes 
into existence ; — these words are Nouns, and these are ‘ words expressive of 
substances and qualities’, and such are the objects denoted by ‘words 
expressive of substances and qualities’. 

Instead of saying that these are ‘words expressive of substances and 
qualities ’, the Sutra has said that ‘ these are Nouns ’, which means that the 
term ‘ Nouns ’ is synonymous (with the term * words expressive of substances 
and qualities ’). — “ How do you know’ this ? ” — We deduce this from the fact 
that the aftixes taken by the words (expressive of substances and qualities) 
are known as * ndmiJeV (pertaining to Nouns) — “ What are these affixes ? ” — 
They ore those that are found in the terms ‘ vrksah ’, ‘ vrksa'fi \ ‘ vthsdh ’ 
(denoting substances), and * shuklah\ *shuklau\ ' shukldh' (denoting 
qualities). — Thxis the w’ords used in the Sutra are quite right. 

Inasmuch as the objects denoted by these nouns are not momentary 
(but lasting), — * any need for others is far anny from them ’ ; that is. they 
do not stand in need of anything else in the shape of a Primary (to which 
they would be subsidiary) ; these have not got to be produced, ‘ because they 
are accomplished, entities at the time of being used and spoken of\ — i.e. they 
are already in existence at the time that they are used. 
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SUTRA (4). 

Those words, on the other hand, are Verbs — on the utter- 
ance WHEREOF WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM IS NOT IN 
EXISTENCE ; HENCE IT IS THROUOH THESE THAT IT 

(THE Transcendental Potency) would 

BE COGNISED ; AS WHAT IS DENOTED 
BY THEM IS DEPENDENT (UPON 
OTHER factors). 

Bkasya. 

‘ Those words on the utterance whereof what is denoted by them is not tii 
txistpnce\ — i.e. what is denoted by them does not exist at the time that 
they are pronounced, — "are Verbs* \ — i.e. these are ‘words denoting 
{letivity ( Bhdva) ’ ; the Sutra has taught us this b>' using the other 
synonym — “In what way are the terms * verbs ^ and ‘words 

denoting activity ’ synonymous ? ” — That they ar(^ so is indicated by 
the fact that tlie aflixes taken by the ‘ words denoting activity ’ are called 
^ dkhydtlkl* (pertaining to rerhs) — “What are these aflixes ? ” — They are 
those that are found in the terms ^ par fiat i\ * parhnfah\ ^ pnchanti\ and so 
forth. 

For this reason the Transcendental Potency would be cognised through 
these words; b('cause what is denoted by verlis is sotnethiny to be brought 
into existence ; lienee w hen these verbs an* pronounced along with words, the 
things denoted b\ which are accomplished entities, — these lattiT entities ai’c* 
taken as subserving the purposes of whnt is to be brought into existence; as it 
is only thus that they would be serving a visible purpose; because the* 
com mg into existence of what is to be brought into existence for a special 
purpose serves a distinctly useful purpose; and it is brought about by what 
IS already an accomplished entity ; — thus does a visible purpose become 
served. — There would be no such purpose found to be fulfilled if what is to 
tte brought into existence were taken as subserving the purposes of what is 
already an accompli sheti entity ; so that in this case an invisible (trans- 
cendental purpose) would have to be assumed. From this it follows that 
the sacrifice (which is yet to bo accomplished) cannot be taken as subserving 
the purpose of a substance (which is already an accomplished entity). 

Further, * what is denoted by them is dependent upon other factors* ; — 
that is, what is denoted by them is dependent upon the human agent; 

‘ Bhdvand* (Activity) is so called only when it is related to a human agent; 
specially because the term ‘ bhdvayet ’ (‘ should bring into existence *) denotes 
(through the conjugational affix) the human agent ; it is for this reason that 
the sentence ‘ one desirous of Heaven should sacrifice’ conveys the idea of 
( 1) the human agent, as also (2) the sacrifice, and (3) the relationship (between 
them). — On the other hand, if we had a sentence in the form ‘ svargakdmo 
dvavyena ’ (‘ one desirous of Heaven, by substance ’, there being no Verb), it 
would convey the idea of (1) the human agent, and (2) the substance, but 
not of 8Uiy relationship (between them). 
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Says the Opponent : — “ What we mean is that the verb * yajtta ’ 
should sacrifice’) would signify the relationship between the human ayent 
seeking to acccmvpliah a purpose and the substance, — in the form ‘ one 
should bring into existence by means of the substance ’ ; so that the ‘ bring- 
ing into existence * of the purpose is understood to be brought about by 
means of the substance ; and thus there wf)uld be the required ‘ need for 
others’ also.” 

True, it is so understood tliat ‘ one should bring into existence by 
Tueans of the substance’ ; but this is understood through Syntactical Connec- 
tion ; while the idea that ‘ one should bring into existence by means of the 
sacrifice ’ is understood through Direct Assertion. — Further, when the 
relationship of the sacrifice is predicated in the form ‘ one should bring into 
existence by means of tlie sacrifice — at that time, the relationship of the 
si4bstance in the form * one should bring into existence b>' means of the 
substance ’ could not be predicated. Then again, if the relationship of the 
substance would be predicated, any relationship with the verb ^ yajeta' 
shouhl sacrifice') also could not bo predicated [as one and the same 
sentence could not have two predi(^ates| ; — it could be possible if the former 
<the relationship of the substance) were only referred to ; but in that case, 
there would be predication and reference at one and the same time, — which is 
impossible. Thus, there would be a conflict botw('(m Direct Assertion (of the 
relationship of Sacrifice) and Syntactical Connection (indicating the relation- 
ship of the Substance); and in the cas(‘ of such conflict, it is Direct 
Assertion which is the more powerful; conseqiumtly there can be no 
connection between the human agent seeking to accomplish a purpose and the 
substance; — so that, so long as tlu^re is no connection between the substance 
and ‘ the person desiring heaven ’, it is not possibh* for the substance to be* 
conducive to the fulfilment of heaven. 

This is the reason that justifies the restriction that the Transcendental 
l^otency is indicated by ‘words denoting activ’ity ', and not by ‘words 
denoting Substances and Qualities'. When tlu^refore the words used 
are * ydgetia kurydt' (‘should bring about by sacrifice'), then the word must 
bo taken as expressive of the sacrifice, — and the (*onnection of the tenn 
* darshapurvMmdsdbhydm' (‘by means of Darsha and Purrvamdsa') would be 
obtained only by indirect indication, based upon the fact that the sacrifice is 
enjoined as to bo performed on the Darsha and Purnamdsa days. 



Adhikaraisjta (2) : There is such a thing as Apurva^ 
Transcendental Potency, 

SUTRA (5). 

Therb is ApCkva, because action (is enjoined). 

Bhnsya. 

[The foregoing discussion, as to the word tliat indi(*ates the Transcen- 
dental Potency, has presupposed the existence of this Potency itself; hiit in- 
asmuch £us the existence of such a potency is not generally admitted, the 
present Adhikarana proceeds to establish its existence. — Tanframrfika— 
Trans., p. 497. J 

[The Purvapaksa of this Adhikarana is set forth only in the form of the 
question] — “ How is it known that there is such a thing as ‘ Apftrva \ 'Prans- 
cendental Potency ? ” 

The answer to this, which embodies tli(‘ Siddhdnta, is supplied by the 
Sutra — There is Apurva^ because act iw\ is enjoined. — The word *cfiodand' (in 
the Sutra) we explain as Apilrm; hence the moaning of th(^ Sutra is that 
there is such a thing as -be<*ause a(*tion is enjoined — in such 

injunctions as ‘Desirous of Heaven, one should sacritice.’ Otherwise, — if 
there were no such thing as Apurva — such an injunction would be meaning- 
less; as the act of the sacrifice itself is perishable ; so that if tlu^ sacrifice 
were to perish without bringing into existence somc^thing else, then the' cause 
having cea.sed to exist, the result (in the shape of Heavtm) could never 
come about. — From this it follows that the sacrifice does bring into (‘xistence 
something (some Force or Potency which contimu's to exist and operate till 
such time as the Result is actually brought about). — If it bt* argued that 
“ on the strength of the declaration of a certain re.sult following from a 
certain sacrificer, it may be presumed that the* aeit of sacrifice* itself doe*s 
not perish (but ceuitinues to exist till the appearance e)f the re^sult)”, — the* 
answer is that such a presumption canne)t be right; be'caiise of the* Act 
(sacrifice) itself, we do imt perceive any other form (save the erne that is 
perishable, and hence not able to bring about the final result) ; as a matte*r 
eif fact, that alone is called an ‘act’ which transpe)sps its substratum from 
one place to another; and no such transpositie>n is possible feir thei Soul 
(which alone could be the lasting substratum for the act, if it we*re to con- 
tinue till the appearance of the result), — because the Soul is omnipresent 
(and as such there can be no change of position for it) ; that the Soul is pre- 
sent in all places is indicated by the fact that its functioning (in th(^ shape 
of the experiencing of plea.sure, pain, etc.,) is found everywhere. — [Says 
the opponent, who holds that the Soul is no larger than the body encas- 
ing it] — “ That same fact (of the Soul functioning everywhere) may be a 
sign of its going from one place to another”. — [ We have adopted the read- 
ing ‘ nanu ’ for * na tu' ; the Tantravdrtika favours ‘ nanu though it provides 
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an explanation of the other reading also — see Tranalationy p. 517]. — [The 
answer to this is that] we perceive no incongruity in the view that the Soul 
does not move from place to place [while there are several incongruities in 
the view that it does so move, — for which see Tantravdrtika — Translation,, 
p. 518], — ^Thus then, the only possible alternative is that the act (of sacrifice) 
subsists in the material substance (offered), and this substance has perished 
(ceased to exist); and when the substratum (in the shape of the substance) 
has perished, it is understood that the act (sacrifice) itself has perished. — 
it be urged that the substratum (substance) has not perished”, — that can- 
not be true, as all that is found to be left of the substance (offered at the 
sacrifice) is mere ash. — ^It might be argued that “ even while the €ksh is there 
the substance is there (in the form of that ash) ”, — that cannot be right; be- 
cause what exists must bo perceived, and yet the substance is not perceived (in 
the ashes). — “ The very fact of the bringing about of the result would be indi- 
cative of the presence of the substance (at the time of the appearance of the 
result).” — In that ease, it is necessary for the other party to answer the 
objection that there is no perception of the substance. — It might be argued 
that “ the non-perception might bo due to one or the other of the various 
reasons of non-perception, such as the subtle character of the substance [or 
•being too remote’ or ‘too near*, or ‘the inefficiency of the perceptive 
organ’, or ‘absent-mindedness’ — enumerated in Sayikhyakdrikd], — If such 
is th(' view, then it comes to this that something has to bo assumed ; and 
the question to be considered is — is it the Apurva that should be assumed — 
or som(^ reason for the non-perception of the existing substance ? There is 
always some justification for making a general assumption, and none for a 
[)articular one [so that while there may be some justification for the assum- 
ing of a getieral potency in the shape of the Apurva, there can be none for 
assuming a rt^ason for the non -perception of every particular object, as there 
will have to be a separate reason for each particular case of non -perception]. 
— “ I In order to avoid these difficulties, we may hold that] the Act continues 
to exist without any substratum — But this assumption also would be open 
to the same objections (as those sought to be avoided). 

[The translation follows the explanation supplied by the Tantravdrtika, 
which says * Evamandahritakar^nakalpandydniapi' — See Translation, p. 523. 

It may also be rendered as follows; — “There will be this justification for 
assuming a special reason for the non-perception of the existing substance 
that, in the absence of such a substance, there would be no substratum for 
the Act.” — The answer to this is that .oven this remains open to the same 
objections]. — (In order to avoid all these difficulties) it might be held that 
“ we shall assume some such character in the Act whereby it will not carry 
its substratum (i.e. the Soul) to another place”. — This also will bo open to 
the same objections [such as the incongruity of denying a perceptible fact 
and assuming of what is not perceptible — says Tantravdrtika — Trans., 
p. 623]. — From all this it follows that the act of sacrifice is perishable, and 
because it is perishable, therefore there is such a thing as Apurva (brought 
into existence by the Act), 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

It is as follows: — If ‘words denoting Substances and Qualities* also 
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were indicative of Apurva, — as held by the Purvapakaa — then, on substances 
and qualities being spoilt, no substitutes could be employed ; — this would be 
the case if the PUrvapaksa view were accepted. If, on the other hand, the 
Siddhdnta view were accepted (that Apurva is indicated only by ‘words 
denoting activity then, the performance of the Act could be proceeded with 
after adopting a substitute for the substance or quality that may have been 
spoilt . 


[The Furvapaksa argument against the assumption of Apurva is thus stated by 
Prabhakarai~“ The injunction imparted by the injunctive word only urges the 
agent to the performance of a certain action^ emd not towards anything desired 
by him ; the action is something ephemered, and is not present immediately before 
the attainment of heaven by the agent ; hence in order to meet those dilhculties we 
must accept the sacrifice itself to be either everlasting, or bringing about either a 
certain faculty in the agent, or the favours of the deity : and there is no reason for 
assuming any such thing as Apurva.*’ 

In answer to the above; he continues — 

* At the very outset you commit a mistake in assuming that the injunction 
prompts the agent to action ; what the injunction really does is to prompt him 
to exertion; and the particular action denoted by the root is only the object of 
that exertion. Thus then, what is denoted by the injuni'.tive sentence is the 

• Niyoga decree or mandate ; this ‘ mandate ’ urges tho man to exertion ; and this 

• exertion ’ pertains to some sort of action denoted by the verb. I’he assumption 
that the action itself is everlasting is against all evidence ; tho Soul also is, by 
its very omnipresence, inactive; hence what brings about the final result cannot 
abide in the Soul.’ 

The above passage from the Brihati is not quite clear ; nor has it been possible 
for us to obtain a manuscript of this portion of tho commentary, ljtijuvimal&. Hut 
the whole subject is discussed, from the Prabhakara standpoint, in the Prakarana- 
pafichika (page 185 et seq,), from which the following may be gleaned : - 

There can be no doubt as to the ephemeral character of tho sacrilico itself ; it 
js borne out by everyday experience. Nor can the sacrifice be held to bo laid 
<lown for the purpose of obtaining the favour of the deity ; as there is no evidence 
ill support of this ; as a matter of fact also, sacrifices are never performed for that 
purpose ; the deity is only one to whom the offering is made ; and wo could please 
a deity by only such acts as could reach it; then again, it is not possible for any 
deity to get at all the offerings made by different men at all times; specially 
because no deity is eternal or omnipresent. Nor can we accept the view that 
the verb with the injunctive affix expresses an action tending to produce in the 
agent, a certain faculty, which is the immediate cause of the fined result. This 
IS the view, favoured by Kuniarila. We cannot accept this view, os there is no 
proof for the postulating of tho appearance of any such faculty in the agent. That 
the sacrifice produces such a faculty is not proved either by Perception or by 
Inference, or even by Verbal Assertion, — there being no Vedic texts pointing to 
any such faculty ; specially as we find that the action is brought about by the 
f'xertion of the agent; and therefore the causal potency must reside in this 
exertion, — which exertion therefore should be denoted by the injunctive sentence. 
Tlie assumption of the faculty in question might be said to be proved by 
presumption, based upon the consideration that the action cannot be the cause 
of the final result, without some such faculty lasting during the time intervening 
between the completion of the action and the appearance of the result. But what 
presumption can justify us in assuming is some faculty or potency in thal thing 
12 
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itaelj which is found to he incapable in the absence of that faculty ; so in the case in 
question, the presumption can only point to some faculty in the actimi, and not in 
the agent ; hence what is brought about by the faculty abiding in the agent cannot 
be regarded as produced by the action. 

The whole matter of what the BkdUa calls * Apurva^ and the Prahhakara 
* Niyoga \ is thus explained in the Prakaranapanchika (p. 187) : — 

(1) The second aphorism of AdhySya I has shown that what the injunctive 
sentence denotes is Karya, something to be brought about (2) In the beginning ot 
Adhyaya VI, it has been shown that, of this Karya denoted by the sentence, the 
Niyojya—i.e. the person prompted to its bringing about - is one who is desirous 
of acquiring for himself some desirable result in the shape of Heaven and the 
this being related to the Karya. (II) In the Badaryadhikarana (III. 1. H) 
it has been proved that it is the karya that is the direct cause of the production of 
that desirable result which is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the prompted 
person. (4) In the Devatadhiknrana (TX. I. 9) the BhSsya.has shown that this 
kSrjfa cannot be the net (of sacrificing, for instance) ; as this act cannot possibly 
be the direct cause of the final result; nor could it be hold to lead to the result 
through the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice is offered; nor can it be 
regarded as leading to the result through a certain potency in the agent ; and it is 
well-known that either the act itself, or any potency abiding in itself, does not last 
long enough to bring about the result. (5) In the Apurvadhikarana (II. 1. 5), 
we have the final conclusions led up to by all the above ndhikarnnas. That which 
is denoted by the injunctive affix and other factors of the injunction is the karya 
inhering in the agent who is prompted by the sentence, and as connected with 
whom the karya is indicated ; as this karya is not cognisable by any other means 
of knowledge, it has been called ‘ Apurva \ smnething new, not known before. The 
connection of this karya. with the agent and the action may be thus traced the 
karya by its very nature is something brought about by kriti, or operation ; and 
this operation is none other than the exertion of the agent. In the Bhavarth- 
adhikarana (11. T. 1) again, it is shown that no such exertion is possible, in- 
dependently of some act denoted by the verbal root. Hence what the injunctive 
sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga or prompting, relating to that 
act. This act, thus being the object of that prompting, comes to be spoken of 
as the * instrument ’ by which that prompting is accomplished, as shown under 
III. 1. 3. Even though the karya is brought into existence at a time other than 
that of the appearance of the final result, yet, inasmuch as it is inseparably related 
to the prompted agent, —in whom the desire for that result is present,— there is 
nothing incongruous in regarding that karya as the direct cause of the result. This 
kHrya has been called ‘ Apurva ’ by the Bhasya by reason of its being sometfnng new 
to all other means of knowledge, save the injunctive sentence ; but the name given 
to it by 'Prabhakara is ‘ Niyoga ’ or prompting, by reason of the fact that it acts as 
an incentive to the prompted person [Niyojya) and makes him put forth an 
exertion towards the accomplishment of the action denoted by the verbal root. 
This klkrya or Niyoga is expressed neither by the verb«d root, nor by the injunctive 
affix, nor by any other word in the sentence, but it is denoted by the sentence as a 
whole ; all other necessary factors being expressed by the several words of the sentence 
individually, what the sentence as a whole expresses is this Niyoga (Mandate) as 
related to the prompted person expressed by one of the words in the sentence 
(i.e. the word signifying the result, the person desiring which is the prompted 
person). That the Niyoga is thus expressed by a sentence is also proved by the fact 
that the general rule is that, that which is the principal thing made known by 
the sentence forms its ‘ meaning ’ ; and there is no doubt that of all the things made 
known by the sentence, the Niyoga is the most important; for even thousrh the 
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final result has all the appearsuice of the most important factor, yet it is the Niyoga 
that is really such, because it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it 
is also the immediate effect of the action performed ; also, because the i-esult 
also has to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in view of the fact that 
the result enters as one of the fewjtors necessary for the making up of the full 
character of the Niyoga. To explain — ^Tlie Niyoga cannot be a true Niyoga until 
there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompted to exertion, as without exertion there 
can be no Niyoga; then again, without the agent there can bo no exertion; and 
lastly, it is only the person desiring the result issuing from the undertaking that 
is entitled to its performance ; thus indirectly, through the agent, the result 
becomes a necessary factor in the Niyoga ; this relation between the Niyoga and 
the result being similar to that between the master and the servant ; without 
the servant the master cannot be a true ‘ master and yet it is the master that is 
the more important person of the two. 

The Prakaranapanchikd raises an interesting question liere : 

“ Granted that the injunctive sentence - * One desiring heaven sliould perform 
the Jyotistoma ’ expresses the Niyoga as proceeding from the action of Jyotistoma 
sacrifice, and as being the direct cause of attaining heaven. But just as the 
sacrifice, being an effect, has only an ephemeral existence, and cannot continue till 
the appearance of the result, -so in the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, 
could not but be transient, and as such unable to continue till the appearance of the 
result. Thus the very purpose for which the hypothesis of the Niyoga has been put- 
forward, fails to be accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground entirely from 
under the whole fabric of the Niyoga, or ApuroaN 

The author fails to answer this objection satisfactordy. All that he says is 
that the Nijaga does not bring about the result immediately after it itself comes 
into existence, but in its action towards the bringing about of the result, it stands 
in need of certain auxiliaries, which are not always available, and until whose 
appearance the result cannot appear. 'Phis explanation does not meet the difficulty 
theX^the N lyoga itself cannot, and does not, exist at the time that the result appears. 
He has explained in another place that it is through the prompted agent that the 
Niyoga, though itself appearing at the present time, brings about the result at a 
future time. I'his, however, is as much as to say that the Niyoga produces some- 
thing m the agent, which latter something brings about the result ; and thus this 
much-vaunted theory of the Prabhakara is found to be less acceptable than the 
BhaUa view, by which the action (of sacrificing) itself produces a certain faculty in 
the agent, which faculty brings about the result at the proper time; while Prabha- 
kara appears to assume a Niyoga intervening between the action and the something 
lasting that is produced in the agent, he does not call it ‘ faculty ’, but which comes 
to be the same thing. In order to meet the difficulty, .ShAlikanatha has been forced to 
call in the aid of ‘ destiny ’ ; ho says that it is only when the Ni yoga is aided by destiny 
that it brings about the result. This after all, is a very poor explanation to be 
offered by the ‘ Mhna^imnieriata ' as he has called the followers of Prabhakara. 

Another question arising in this connexion is that, what ha-s been said above 
may be all right, so far as those actions are concerned which are laid down to bo 
perfonned with a view to a certain result ; but how would it apply to those actions 
which are to be performed merely in fulfilment of a duty incumbent upon all per- 
sons, without reference to any result,- -or to those passages that lay down the non- 
doing of certain acts ? The answer to this is that, in the explanation of N iyoga, the 
Prabhakara has brought in the result, not as something desired by the agent, but 
only as something the presence of which makes a person entitled to the performance 
of a certain act ; in the case of those actions, then, that are laid down as necessary 
duties to be performed throughout life, any person who is endowed with life being 
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entitled to the performance of those acts, the character of the agent becomes fully 
accomplished ; and this is all that is needed for the explanation of the Niyoga. 

By Kumarila's view the Apurva is * a potency in the principal action, or in the 
agent, which did not exist prior to the performance of the action, €md whose exis- 
tence is proved by the authority of the scriptures.’ Before the sacrifices laid down 
as leading to Heaven are performed, there is in the sacrifices themselves in the first 
place, an incapacity to lead any person to heaven, and in the second place, in the 
agent, to attain heaven. Both these incapacities are set aside by the performance 
of the seu3rifice; and this performance also creates a positive potency or force, by 
virtue of which heaven is attained ; and to this latter force or capacity we give the 
name * Apurva The proof of the existence of such an Apurva lies in Presumption, 
—based upon the fact that without some such force or potency many Vedic passages 
are wholly inexplicable. Por instance, there are many passages dealing with the 
fact that certain sacrifices lead the sacrificer to heaven,— the idea being that he 
goes to heaven, not indeed immediately on the completion of the sacrifice, but 
after death. The question then arises, that as a general rule the effect comes into 
existence while its cause is still present, or immediately after the cause has ceased 
to exist; but in the case in question, the sacrifice ceases to exist at the present 
time, while the attainment of heaven comes ten or twelve or more years later. 
This can be explained only by the hypothesis that the sacrifice, on its completion, 
produces directly a certain potency or faculty in the agent, which resides in him, 
like many other faculties, throughout life, at the end of which it leads him to 
heaven. Without some such intervening potency— as the connecting link between 
the sacrifice and its result — the causal relation between these two cannot be ex- 
plained. Apurva thus is nothing more than a force set in motion by the per- 
formance of the action— this force being the direct instrument whereby, sooner or 
later, the action accomplishes its result. There is nothing incongruous in this 
hypothesis ; as every action is actually found to set going certain forces, either in 
some substance, or in persons connected with some substances ; and the force thus 
set going accomplishes its result, as soon as it reaches its full development with the 
aid of attendant auxiliaries. The whole process is thus briefiy stated systematically 
in Nyayamaldvistara : — 

(1) “The sentence — ‘one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices’ — lays 

down the fact that the sacrifice is instrumental in the bringing about 
of the attainment of heaven. 

(2) Then arises the question — how can the sacrifice which ceases to exist at 

the moment that it is complete, bring about the result at a much later 
time ? 

(3) The answer to this is that the sacrifice accomplishes the final result 

through the agency of the force called ‘ Apurva ’. 

(4) A further question arises — how is the Apurva brought into existence ? 

(6) The answer is— by the performance of the sacrifice. 

In all simple sacrifices, there is a single Apurva leading to a single result. But 
there are certain elaborate sacrifices which are highly complex, being made up of a 
number of subsidiary sacrifices. Such for instance as the Darshapaurnamdsa sacri- 
fices. In all such sacrifices, there are as a rule four kinds of Apurva : — 

(1) The Phaldpurva — that which brings about the result directly, and which 

is the immediate cause of the result ; 

(2) the Samiiddydpurva ; — in the Darshapaurnamdsa sacrifices, the three main 

sacrifices performed on the Moonless day form one group and the three 
performed on the Full Moon day another group ; each of these groups 
occurring at different points of time could not have a single apurva ; 
hence each group has a distinct Apurva of its own, the two Apurva>s 
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combining to produce the final Phalapiirva : and each of these distinct 
Apurvas is call a samudayapurva ; 

(3) the U t patty apurva i — i.e. the three Apurvaa following from esM^h of the 

three sacrifices forming the Darsha group : these three .1 purva^ lead to 
the Samudayapurva of the * Paurnamana"' group, which leads to the 
final Phaldpurva ; 

(4) the Atiyapurva ;—ea.ch of these sacrifices of the group is made up of a 

number of minor acts, each of which in its turn, must have a distinct 
Apurva of its own; as otherwise the act could not help in the final 
Phalapurva.] 



Adhikarai^a (3): Dimsion of Acts into ‘ Primary^ and 

‘ Secondary 

SUTRA ((*)). 

They (Vkkbs and Acts denoted by them) are of two kinds — 
Secondary and Primary. 

Bhdsya, 

[From the foregoing Adhihirana it would appear as if ther(y were an Apurvff 
resulting from every act. In order to remove this misconception, the author now 
proceeds to point out the division of Acts into "secondary’ and ‘ primary —the 
idea being that it is only the Primary Act that directly brings about an Apiirva, 
the Secondary Act only helps the Primary. | 

It has been understood that Hhdvasfuihdas (Verbs) are expressive of 
A(it8. As a matter of fact, however, there are several kinds of Verbs, — such 
as ‘ yajatl ’ (* sacrifices ’ ), \jukotl ’ (‘ pours the libation ’ ), ‘ dacldti ’ (‘ gives ’ ) ; 
also several of such other kinds as ‘ (lo(j(lhl ’ (‘ milks ’), ^ pi nasfi ’ (* pounds’), 

* vlW/payatl ’ (‘ melts ’ ), and so forth. 

With regard to these Verbs, there arises the (question — Are all thc\se 
verbs expressive of a Primary Act ? Or, are some expressive of onl>' a 
preparatory (secondary) Act ? 

The Purvapakm on this point is that — inasmuch as all are equalh" 

* verbs expressive of activity, they are all expressive of Primary 
Acts'", 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhunta : — Verbs are to bo 
classed under two heads — some are expressive of Primary Acts, others are 
expressive of preparatory (secondary) Acts. Even so, all these acts would 
be useful; and a useful purpose being thus served by all of them, there 
would be no justification for the assuming of an Apurva following from all. 
Thus then all verbs are not expressive of Primary Acts. 



ADHTKARAiiTA (3A) : Definition of the Primary Act. 

SUTRA (7). 

Those acts are ‘ Primary ’ which are not meant ro be pro- 
ductive (OR preparatory) of materia], substances ; 
because the material substance is a 
subordinate factor. 

Bhasija. 

Says the Opponent — “ It is true that according to the conclusion arrived 
at in the foregoing Adhikarana, there would be need for assuming fewer 
transcendental potencies ; and to that extent, this view is quite reasonable. 
But we find no grounds for discrimination as to which Acts lead to Apurva 
and which do not’*. 

The answer to this is that those verbs that denote such acts as are not 
meant to be preparatory or productive of a material substance are ‘ Primary ’ 
— i e. expressive of Primary Acts, — because the material substance is a sub- 
ordimite factor; i.e. the material substance is a secondary factor, being sub- 
servient to the accomplishment of the Act, which is what is most desired. 



Adhikarais^a (3B) : Definition of the Secondary (Subsidiary) 

Act» 

HtJTRA (8). 

Those, on the other hand, that are meant to be productive 
(or preparatory) of a material substance are to be 
regarded as ‘ SUBSIDIARY ’ ; BECAUSE IN REGARD 
TO THESE, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCE IS THE 
DOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhasya. 

Fn those cases where the Acts are intended to be productive (or pre- 
paratory) of tile material substance, the Act should be recognised as subsi- 
diary ; — why ? — because in the case of such an Act , the material substance 
would be the dominant factor. — In the case of such acts as are expressed 
by verbs like ‘ yajeta ’ (‘ should sacrifice ’), it is clear that they are not meant 
to be productive of any material substance; hence verbs like these are 
expressive of Primary Acts, because in the case of the acts, the material 
substanc(> is the subordinate factor. But in the case of acts expressed by 
such verbs as * pluasfi ’ (‘ pounds’), it is clear that they are meant to be pre- 
paratory of a material substance ; hence these verbs are expres8i\'e of 
subsidiary Acts. — This is the ground for differentiation among acts (as to 
ivhich are, and which are not, productive of the Apurva), 

The purpose served by this differentiation is that Vrihi being the 
material at the archetypal sacrifice, — and threshiny having been laid down as 
to be done to the Vrihi, — ^as, at the ectypal sacrifice, the material to be used 
for the cooked differing is the Frlyahgu corn, — if according to the Furva- 
pakm view, all acts were equally ‘primary’, then the * thresh iiiy of the 
Vrihi"* would be a primary act, no portion of which could be left out; so 
that even at the sacrifice where Friyahyu is the prescribed material, it 
would become necessary to do the ‘ threshing of the Vrihi ’, and hence for that 
purpose, to bring in the Vrihi also; while according to the Siddhdnta, the 
^ threshing of the Vrihi’ would be a subsidiary act, meant only to be sancti- 
ficatory or preparatory of the particular material Vrihi ; so that there would 
be no need for doing the ‘ thi’eshing of the Vrihi *, or bringing in the Vrihi, at 
a sacrifice where the prescribed material is Priyangu, 



Adhikarai^t A (4) : Acts like ^Sammarjana’ (W ashing) 
are not ^ Primary \ 

SUTRA (9). 

[PCRVAPAKSA] — “ So FAR AS THE ELEMENT OF ‘ DhARMA ’ IS (CON- 
CERNED, EVERY Act should be ‘ primary ’ ; bec^ause of 

NON- ACCOMPLISHMENT (OF ANY MATERIAL SUBSTANCE) ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF PraYA.TA 

Bhdsya . 

[The general principles ot differentiation of acts into * Primary ’ and ‘ Subsi- 
diary ’ having been laid down, the author now proceeds to deal with the case of a 
few particular acta.] 

W© meet with such texts as ^ Srucham samyrnirsti Agn hn sammar{ttf\ ~ 
Paridhhn samyncirati^ — Piiroddsham. jxiryagnikaroti (Taittiriya-Brahmana 
3. 3. 1). — ^In regard to these there arises the question— Are the two acts that 
are spoken of here — viz. Washimj and Talcing round the Fire — ‘primary’ or 
• subsidiary ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa on this cjuestion is as follows : — The mere a(;t — i.e. to 
the extent that it does not suffice to fulfill the visible purpose (of bringing 
about a material substance) — is what wo call ‘ the eleinent of Dharmei ’ ; and this 
should be a ‘primary’ act; — why ? — because of non-accouipUshment of an.\' 
help; i.e. an Act of this kind does not render any help to the material sul)- 
stance ; it is only when an art of this kind accomplishes a material substant^e 
that it is regarded as ‘subsidiary’; and as it is only an act of this latter 
kind that is ‘subsidiary’, the act under consideration must be regardtxi as 
‘ primary 

StjTRA (10). 

[Siddhanta] — But the Act in question should be of the same 

CHARACTER AS OTHERS : BECAUSE OF SIMILARITY IN THE 

TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘ ’ (‘ but’) sets aside the Pur^xipaksa, 

Acts of the kind that are under consideration should he of the same 
character as other subsidiary acts, — such as the Threshing of Vrxhi ; — ^why ? — 
because of the similarity in the texts', — i.e. in all these texts (speaking of the 
acts) we find the same Accusative ending in connection with the terms 
denoting material substances ; for instance, just as we have the Accusative 
ending in the word *vrihin \ in the text ‘ Vrlhin avahanti' (T. B. 3. 2. 6. 0) 
which enjoins the act of threshing , — ^so have we also in the word ‘ a^nim ’ in 
the injunction * Agnim sam7ndr8ti\ and in the word * puroddsham' in the 
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injunction ‘ PurodUisfmmparyagnikaroti “ Is there any such rule as that the 
Accusative ending is to be found only in connection with material substancevS 
mentioned in texts injunctive of subsidiary acts, — on the basis of which rule, 
you conclude the acts in question to be subsidiary, from the fact that these 
also contain the Accusative ending ? ” — Certainly not, we reply. What we 
mean is that the Accusative ending has been declared to convey the idea of 
‘what is most desired by the Agent’, — that the same Accusative ending is 
found in the words in question, — hence it follows that what is signified by the 
term with that ending is ‘ what is most desired — if that is the ‘ most desired ’ 
(and as such, the dominant factor), then the Act mentioned in the text must 
be a ‘ subsidiary ’ one. — Though it is true that the ‘ subsidiary character ’ 
of Acts is not cognisable by such Means of Cognition as Sense -perception 
and the like, — yet it is cognised by means of *Word’. — From all this it 
follows that the Acts under question are ‘ subsidiary 

HUTRA (11). 

[OBJE(rnON| — “ Bt^T (JN MANY (JASES) THERE JS INJUNCTION OF THE 
MATERIAL SUBSTANt^E (AS THE SUBORDINATE FA(’TOR) — IF THIS 
BE UROED (THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWIN(J 

SllTRA]. 

Bhnsf/a. 

Says the Opponent - Evidently your view is tliat — inasmuch as the 
word has the Accusative ending, the substance (signified by it) must be the 
predominant factor. — But this is not right, because we find the Accusative 
ending also in words which denote the substance as the subordinate factor; — 
(\g. in such texts as * Saktun juhoti' (T. 8. B. .‘L 8. 4), ^ iMdrutam juhoti\ 

^ Ekakapdlan juhoti^ [wdu^re the material substances Saktu and the rest are 
distinctly subordinate to the action of Hoina 

SUTRA (12). 

[Answer I — Not so; because, in reality [the Au(;usATtvE 
ENDINCi ALWAYS INDICATES THE PREDOMINANT FACT0R|, 

— AS IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE IN COMMON 
parlance; AND IT IS ONLY IN SPECIAL CASES 
THAT THAT FACTOR MAY HE TAKEN AS SUB- 
SERVIENT, ON ACCOUNT OF ITS SUBSERV- 
INC THE PURPOSES OF THE AcT. 

Bhasya . 

As a matter of fact, the Accusative ending never indicates the subor- 
dinate factor; learned people have taught us that (a) ‘ The Accusative C8fcse- 
ending signifies the objective ’ (Panini 2. 3. 2), and (b) * The objective is that 
which is most desired by the Agent’ (Panini 1. 4. 49). — In common 
p£trlance also we do not find the Accusative ending indicating a subordinate 
fcwjtor. Even in such instances as — (a) * Tariduldn odcnam pacha' (‘Pre- 
pare cooked rice of these rice ’ ), what is meant is ‘ Prepare this rice for the 
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purpose 4)f obtaining cooked /vVe’; so that it is the rice (to be prepared y 
which is still ‘what is most desired’; similarly in the sentence * Balvajdn 
.shikJtaridokdH ktini* (‘Make bundles of straws’), it is the straws themselves 
tied up in the form of bundles that are ‘ what is most desired ’ . The significance 
of words is determined hy common, not Vedic, usage. — In common parlance 
also when the verb * juhotV (‘offers into the Fire’) is used along with a word 
with the Accusative ending, it is possible to say that the Accusative ending 
indicates ‘what is most desired*; for instance, in the sentence * Tandulan 
juhudhi ’ (‘ Offer the rice into the Fire ’), the idea intended to be convoyed may 
be * Relate the rice to the act of offering into fire ’ and many such others.. 
— Tt has already been declared that it is not right to attribute several mean- 
ings to a single word. 

Thus then, it having been c'stablished that tht‘ Accusative ending indi- 
cates the predominant fatitor, it would bt' only in very special cases (where 
the said indication of the predominant factor would be impossible) that it 
could be assumed to indicate the subservient factor. 

Question.— ■** Hut in the Veda, how could the subservient factor be indi- 
cated by the Accusative cMiding ? ” 

-In fact, wherever the Accusative ending is used, the idea 
conveyed to us is always that of the predominant factor ; — and when this pre- 
dom inance has been comprehended, it might be denied only if thcTc were sonu* 
stronger authority for such denial.- How ? ” — Well, in the case of the text 
^ sakfun fuhoti', the Accusative ending in *sakftin' points to the saktu, 
Meal, as tin* predominant factor, — hy which the meaning of the text uould 
be that * the act of ojjering into fire shotild bo made to subserve some pur- 
pose for the MeaV ; but in reality it is found that the act of ojferlnff cannot 
in any m a y serve any purpose for the Meal; — why ? — for the simple reason 
that the Meal can have no purpose (»f its own; in fact, we do not see, or 
hear of, any jnirpose that the Meal may have. Trider the circiimstancc‘s, if 
the Act of offeritu/ info Fire were to bo taken as subserving some pur- 
pose for the Meal, that Act itself would have to be rc*gardod as pur- 
])osele.ss (aimless, nsoless). (Thus in thi.s case, if wo insist upon the direct 
signification of the Accusative ending as indicating the predominant fac- 
tor, we find that a Vedic injunction becc»ines useless.}- And yet lis a matter 
of fact, the act of offer iraj into Fire is caie that actually serves as an in- 
direct (remote) aid to th(* Primary Act of the Jyotis^miia, and as such 
must be usefid ; and this usefulness of the act in question follows from 
the fact of the text occurring in the context of the Jyotistoma ; hence it 
cannot be said that the? Act is useless; specially it is something needed 
by the text laying down the entire method of procedure of the Primary 
Act (Jyoiistonm). — “[What you say regarding the act of offering into Fire 
may be .said regarding the Meal also]; — the Meal also, being memtionod in 
the same context, may have its use (and as such may be treated as the 
predominant factor).” — Who says that the Meal has no use ; it is certainly 
of use ; but it is of use only as tending to the fulfilment of the act of offering 
into Fire (for which a material i.s necessary), — and not in any other manner. 
— “ But the Meal also is needed by the text laying down the entire method 
of procedure of the Primary Act (Jyoti^tomay ' — Our answer to this is that 
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a material substance is not what is needed by the method of procedure; 
what the Method of Procedure needs is only a detail of the method; and it 
is the (Kt of offering into Fire, and not the material substance Meal, which is 
^Ifl^tail of the Method. — “ But when the offering into Fire is done with the 
Weal, a transcendental potency would result from the MeaV' — There is no 
authority for this, — “ The Accusative ending w^ould be the requisite author- 
ity.” — The Accusative ending does not indifsli^te the fact of the act of offering 
into Fire subserving the purposes of the “ As the Meal itself serves no 

useful purpose, the act of offering into Fire would naturally subserve the pur- 
pose of the Meal, as thus would the Meal become related to the act of offer- 
ing irUo Fire ; as it is only when the offering into Fire has been made that the 
Meal (offered) becomes related to the act of offering into Fire."' — If the Mefil 
is something useless, then it is not possible for the act of offering into Fire to 
subserve the purpose of the Meal. The mere declaration of the act sub- 
serving the purposes of the Meal would be of no use either to the Agent or 
to the Sacrifice ; so that it would still remain useless ; because merely on the 
strength of the said declaration, it would not be possible to assume its use to 
either (the Agent or the Sacrifice). — Under the circumstancjes, we (jonclude 
that what the word with the Accusative ending saktun") does is only to 
indicate the (ionnection of the Meal (mktu) with the act of offering into 
Fire; and whenever a material substance bei'omos related to an act, it can 
be so related only in a subordinate capacity, because it is an nccompUsheff 
entity (and as such must be subservient to the act to he accojyiplished) ; — 
and being so subordinate, it should be spoken of by a word with the Instru- 
mental ending (* saktnhhih juhoti"); — that is why it is assorted that in the 
text * saktun jiihoti", the Accusative ending has been used in place of the 
[nstrumental. 

This is what is meant by the word * tadarthatvdt" (in t he Sutra), which 
means that, inasmuch as the Meal subserves the purposes of the €)f 
offering into Fire, it cannot be regewded as the predominant factor, even 
though it is spoken of by a word with the Accusative ending. It is only 
thus that the declaration mktun juhoti") could serve a useful purpose; 
and when it is found to sorvtj a useful purpose, it cannot be said to be useless 
or aimless. 

It is in this same manner that material substances, like the Cake, be- 
come subservient to the sacrifice and thereby serve a useful purpose. 

Such being the case, the * preparation ’ (sanctification) of the material 
substances also comes to serve a useful purpose. — If it be urged that “ it 
serves no visible purpose ”, — then the answer is that, in that case it could 
be taken as serving an invisible (transcendental) purpose; because ue find 
even in ordinary life that there is invisible 'preparation' (sanctific.atioii) 
also ; for instance, when men come from other villages, the Fire is carried 
round, which is said to be productive of an invisible (transcendental) 
beneficial effect ; and there can be no incongruity in what is actually foiuid 
in ordinary experience. 

The use of this Adhikarana is as follows: — (a) In connection with the 
Varuimpraghasa sacrifices (which have the Dashapurnamdsa as their arche- 
type) it is laid down that ‘ The sruks should be made of the *97Mimt-wood, or 
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of gold ’ ; in the Archetypal Sacrifice, the Apurva is brought about by the 
‘ scouring’ of the Sruka made of several kinds of wood ; hence at the Varuiw- 
praghdsa, according to the Purvapakm, Sriiks made of several kinds of wood 
should have to be brought up for the purpose of ‘scouring’ (which is the 
predominant factor to which the Sruk is subservient, according to the 
Purvapaksa) ; while according to the Siddhdnta (by which the scouring is 
subservient to the Sruk), only the Sniks made of Shami-wood or of gold 
have to be scoured, (6) Similarly, the Paridhi having been enjoined as to 
be made ‘with spokes’, Paridhis made of Palasha-wood would have to be 
made for the purpose of being ‘ scoured ’, according to the Purvapaksa ; while 
according to the Siddhdnta only Paridhis with spokes should have to be 
‘scoured’. — (c) Again, in connection with the Avahhrthay according to the 
Purvapaksa, the fire would have to be produced for the purpose of being 
‘ stirred ’ while according to the Siddhdnta, the \V ater only should have to 
be ‘ stirred — (d) Lastly, we read that at the Sattrmshatsamvatsara sacrifice, 
the Savanlya cakes are to be ‘ made of meat ’ ; and according to the 
Purvapaksa, cakes of flour would have to be got ready for the purpose of 
being ‘circumambulated by the Fire’, while according to the Siddhdnta, the 
fircumambulating by the Fire ’ should be done to the meat-cakes themselves. 

[This explanation of the use of the Adhikarana has not been accepted by 
Kumarila, who has supplied a different explanation. See Tantravdrttka — Trans., 
pp. 538-541.] 



Adhikarai^a (6) : The ‘ primary ’ character of ffee S t u t i 
and Shastra Hymns. 

SCTRA (13). 

(PCrvapaksaI — “The ‘Stotra’ and ‘Shastra’ hymns are sancti- 

FICATDRY IN THEIR CHARACTER, — LIKE THE ‘YaJYA’ HYMNS, — 

AS THEY ARK INDICATIVE OF DEITIES 

Bhasyn. 

fit has been declared under Sutras 7 and H that those acts are to be regarded 
as ‘ subsidiary ’ which are preparatory or produ(;tive of material sid^stances, and 
that those that are not so preparatory or productive are ‘ primary ’ acts. It is l)y 
way of an exception to this general principle that we have the present Adinkarana 
— ‘ Stotm ’ is the name given to the hymns (tonsisting of Mantras that are set to 
music and sung; and * Shastra' is the name given to those consisting of Mantras 
that are not set to music or sung.J 

Wo have the texts — (a) ^ Pra-wjarn shamaatl', (6) ^ Xiahevalyam afiatn- 
satV [each of these enjoining the reciting of a Sh(i8tm-hymn\ \ — and {<•) 
* A jyaih atuvate', (d) * PrafJiaih ahimte' |each of which enjoins the reciting 
of a 6Vo^m-hymn]. — These hymns are descriptive of cpialities, and an* sung 
(as Htotra) or recited (as Shaatm); an example of such hymns we have the 
Mantra ^ Indraayn tu virydni pravorham, etc.’ (Kgveda 1. 36. 1) [ which sp(*aks 
of the good qualities of lndra''|. 

Now, with regard to this Mantra descriptive of the good (qualities (of 
Indra), there arises the question — Is this subsidiary (and subordinate) to 
the deity, or is it ‘ primary ’ in character ? 

On this (juestion, we have the following Pfirvapakaa The Stotra and 
Slutatra hymns are sanctificatory acts: -win ? — because they are indicative 
of deitiea; i.e. when the nmntraa descriptive of certain qualities arc recited, 
they point to the deity possessing those qualities ; if it were not so, it would 
not be dearrlptive of qnalitiea; in fact, there is a clear indication of the deit\' 
in this case ; and through this indication of the Jleity, there is a clear aid 
imparted to the act of sacrifice (to that deity), which act thus becomes 
accomplished. — For these reasons, the acts under question should be re- 
garded as sanctificatory in their character, ‘ like the Ydjya mantras' ; that is, 
just as the mantras spoken of in the text ‘ Ydjydmanmha-Puronuvdkyd’ 
tnanwlha' are descriptive of qualities and serve the useful purpose of indi- 
cating deities, so also the hymn under discussion*’. 

SUTRA (14). 

[SlDOHiNTAj— B ut in that case the mantra would be taken 

AWAY FROM ITS SPHERE BY THE PURPOSE (SERVED BY TT) : 

BECAUSE IT WOULD BE SUBSERVIENT TO THE NAME 
OF THE DEITY MENTIONED IN IT. 

Bhasya, 

If the reciting of the Stotra and Shaatra hymns w^ere a 8anctificator\' act, 
then it ‘ would be taken away from its sphere by the purpose served by i4 ' ; — 
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because it would be subservient to the name of the deity which is men- 
tioned in the ynantra ; i.e. the mantra would be subservient to the purposes 
of the Deity; and as, in that case the Deity would be the predominant 
factor, the mantra would have to be taken away to that sacrifice where 
that Deity would be the recipient of the offering; and this would go against 
the indications of ‘Order’ and ‘Position’ (whereby the mantra has to be 
used at a different sacrifice). — For these reasons the view set forth in the 
Purvapakaa is open to objection, and as such, should be rejected. — “ Which 
is the particular mantra (in connection with which the contingency pointed 
out would arise) ? ” — Tt is the mantra * Ahhi tru shuray etc.’ (Ma. Sa. 27, 35) 
which is called the ^ Ahuira Pragathn'" (Hymn sacred to Imira ); — this 
mantra, though occurring in proximity to (in the context of) the sacrificing 
of the Mdhendra Cap (cup dedicated to Mahendra), would have to be taken 
away to that sacrifice where Indra (not Mah^ndrn) would be the deity. 


SUTRA (ir>). 

I Objection I — “ Bitt (in the instance cited) thk word would 

SERVE THE PURPOSE OF POINTIN<} TO A Ql AIJKICATTON ; 

JUST LIKE THE WORD ‘ VASHA ’ (‘ BARREN ') ’\ 

Bkast/a. 

[Says the Purvapaksin | — “ We shall not reject the Purmpaksa view; in 
fact, we reiterate the view that the reciting of the Slotrn and Shastra hymns 
is a sanctificatorv act, simply because the mantras are indicative of deities. — 
As regards the argument that ‘ under this view the .*1 indra Pragdtha (mantra 
‘ Ahhi tva shura, etc.*) would have to be taken away from its sphere’,- our 
answer is that there would be no such contingency ; because even the word 
‘ indra ’ would denote the deity Mahendra ; as it is the same deity Indra 
who, when qualified by the quality of greatness (mahdn), is called ‘ Mahsmlra ’ 
[and Mahendra would not be a different deity from Imira] ; in feict, the term 
‘ indra ’ (as occurring in the compound word ‘ Mahendra *) clearly denotes 
the particular deity (Indra), and the term ‘ mahat ’ (as occurring in the same 
compound) as clearly denotes the quality of Greatness |so that the iianu* 
‘ mahendra ’ only means the Great Indrn ^ ; just as in the case of the forms 
*Rdjd' (King), * Maharaja' (Great King) — and * lirdhnuzna ' , * Malul- 
hrdhnmna' (Great Brahmana). — This case would be analogous to that of the 
term ‘ vashd ‘ barren ’ ; in the text ‘ Rd ml sarvadevatyd yat ajdvaslbo— 
vdyavydmdlahheta' (‘This barren-goat is sacred to ail deities — one should 
kill it as an offering to Vdyu ’ ; T. S. 3. 4. 3. 2), — the term ‘ ajd mshd ’ 
(‘ barren -goat ’) points to the same ‘goat’ which has been mentioned in 
connection with the enjoined sewrifice ; similarly where the qualified deity 
(Mahendra, Great Indra) is enjoined, it would be understood as the deity 
denoted by the term without the qualifying term (i.e. ^ indra*). Thus then, 
there would be no taking away* of the mantra from its sphere (as urged 
by the Siddhdntin, under Su. 14).” 
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SUTRA ( 16 ). 

[Answer] — That cannot be; as it forms an inteoral part of 

THE Vedic Text. 

Bhasya. 

What han been urged by the Purvapakain in not possible ; — ^in the case 
of the term ^ mdhendra-graha^ (‘the cup dedicated to Mahendra ’ ), that the 
‘ cup ’ meant is ‘ that of which Indra is the Deity ’ could be signified only by 
the presence of the nominal affix (in the term ‘ mahendra ’ ) ; but as a matter of 
fact, this nominal affix would not bo possible if what is denoted by the term 
‘ indra ^ (as occurring in the compound * mahendra^) stood in need of being 
construed along with the greatness (denoted by the term ‘ rnahat ’ as occur- 
ring in the coitipouiid ‘ mahendra ’) ; [what is meant is that the word ' mahen- 
dra' cannot be taken in its literal sense of ‘ great-Indra as if so taken, it 
would be incapable of taking the nominal affix in its compounded form ; as 
in the operation of compounds, as also in that of nominal affixes, the capa- 
bility of the terms concerned is essential; if then the term ^mahendra' were 
explained as * mahdn indro devatfi yasya\ “that of which the Great-Indra 
is the deity”, then this essential ‘capability’ would bo wanting; because 
if the chief stress is laid upon the factor of ‘ greatness ’ as needed by ‘ Indra ’, 
then the word ‘ indra ’ would become ‘ incapable ’ of taking the nominal 
affix, which would have to go with * rnahat' y an impossibility. — If, on the 
other hand, stress were laid upon the nominal affix, then there would be no 
connection with * greatness' . — Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 544-545]. Nor on 
the other hand, would it be possible to have the compound by connecting 
the term * indra' with * mahat' y if the former stood in need of, and were 
taken along witli, the nominal affix. [That is to say, if the word ‘ indra ' is 
first taken along with the nominal affix, it takes the broadened form 
" aindra' ; then as regards the quality of ^greatness' denoted by the term 
‘ mahat'y it could have no connection with the term ^ indra' which occupies 
only a secondary position in the term ‘ aindra ' ; so that the term ‘ rnahat ' 
would have to go with * aindra' , not with ^ indra', and the resultant form 
would be * rnahaindra' not ' mahendra' , and the qualification of ‘greatness’ 
would have no connection with Indra,— Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 54(5]. — 
Thus then, if the term * indra' is taken up with the nominal affix, it can 
have no connection with ‘ greatness' y while if it is taken up with ‘ greatness' 
and compounded witli it, it can have no connection with the nominal affix. 
[That is, if the functioning of the compound and that of the Nominal Affix 
were explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the 
terms would have to be repeated oftentimes, it would involve a syntactical 
split. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p 54(5]. — Nor is it possible to have a single 
construction including the functioning of the compound as well as that of 
the Nominal Affix (as mahdn indro devatd yasya ’) ; as that w'ould involve the 
incongruity that the same Indra would, in one instance, be something not 
already predicated and thus connect itself for the sake of its own predi- 
cation, with the nominal affix, — and in the other, it would be something 
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already predicated and hence only referred to for the purpose of being con- 
nected with greatness, ' 

Then again, as a matter of fact, the object Mahendra^the Oreat-Indra 
(eis the deity to whom the cup is dedicated) — is something quite distinct 
from Indra^ who is the deity to whom the offering is made; so that both 
of them could not be spoken of by means of the word * nmhendra ’ uttered 
only once. 

From all this it follows that the deity Mahendra is not the same as 
Indra qualified by greatness; and in the term * mahendra \ the nominal affix 
is added to the term * mahendra^; from this also it follows that tlie basic 
noun (* nmhendra') has a distinct connotation of its own as one composite 
whole, and its connotation does not consist of the connotation of its compo- 
nent parts mahdn ’ and ‘ Indra ’). — Thus the conchision being that Mahen- 
dra is a deity distinct from Indra, the Anindra-Pragdtha would liave to be 
taken away from its sphere (as urged in Sutra 14, above). Consequent!}^ 
tlie Purvapaksa view has got to be rejected. 

It has been argued that the name ‘ Mahendra ’ as applied to Indra 
signifies the greatness that accrued to him after his killing V^rttra ; — as clearly 
declared in the text * He who killed Vrttra became great’ (Ai. Bra. 3. 21). — 
But if this were so, then it would involve the incongruity of the Veda being 
regarded as having a beginning in time [i.e. the argument would imply that 
the Vedic text quoted came to bo written after Indra had killed Vyttra]. 

From all this we conclude that Indra is distinct from Mahendra. 

HUTRA (17). 

Also because the two names are mentioned separately. 

Bhdsya. 

We find a separate mention of the two names, in the two mantras — (a) 
* Bahudugdhlndrdya devebhyo havlh' (T. B. 3. 2. 38), and (6) * Bah'udugdhi 
nmhendrdya devebhyo hainh ’ (Ma. Sh. S. 1. 1. 3. 29). From this also it 
follows that the two are distinct deities ; if they were one and the same, 
then these two mantras would have been optional alternatives (which they 
are not). 

SOTRA (18). 

The mention of the qualification also would be useless. 

Bhdsya. 

When the Injunctive word itself provides the notion that Indra is the 
deity of the particular sacrifice, what would be the use of mentioning the 
qualification — that * greatness ’ is the quality of Indra [according to the 
view that Mahendra is the same as Indra qualified by greatness] ? — In fact, 
whenever a deity is indicated, it is only for the purpose of showing how the 
offering is to be made to that deity ; and the offering is made to the Deity 
even when its qualification is mentioned, and it is made to the same deity, 
even when the qualification is not mentioned; so that the mention of the 
qualification can serve no useful purpose. — If it be argued that the idea 

13 
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conveyed by the mention of the qualification is that “ that Indra who is related 
to this cup is great ”, — then, that also cannot be right ; because (apart from 
the text in question itself) any connection between the cup and Indra is 
entirely unknown . and hence no qualification could be mentioned in refer- 
ence to that which is not known. Further, any connection between the 
qualification (and Indra) also being unknown, any characterisation (of 
Indra) by means of that qualification is not possible. — For this reason also 
MaMndra should be a totally different deity from Indra, 

SUTRA (19). 

So ALSO THE MENTION OF THE TWO ‘ YaJYA ’ ANJ) THE ‘ PURO- 

RUCH* IVIantras. 

Bhdsya, 

It is only in accordance with the Siddfidnta view that the distinctive 
mention of the two ‘ Ydjyd-Puronuvdkyd' mantras becoimjs justifiable; for 
instance, the mantras, * Rndra sdnasith rayim, etc' {Taittirlya Samhifd 
3. 4. 11. 3) constitute the, two * Vdjyd-Puronumkyd^ mantras sacred to 
Indra ] and the mantras * Maiidn indro ya ojasd, etc.' {Jlyveda 6. 8. 9) con- 
stitute the ‘ Ydjyd-Puronuvdkyd ’ sacred to MaJi^ndra. If Indra and Mahen- 
dra were one and the same, these two sets of mantras would have to be 
regarded as optional alternatives ; so that under one alternative course, one 
set would be rejc^ctod. 

[Ashvalayaiia, Shrauta-sutra 1 . 3. 10 . 5. 4, states that there are seven rk — 
versos iticlii<led under the name ^ Puroruch^ ; no such rks are found in the jRgvcda 
Samhitfi. There is a separate Adhyftya (*alled * Nioid-Ki^ntapa ’ which contains the 
Puronich verses; hut these are not in any way coiuiected with the Ydjya ; while 
the Puronich verses are to be recited on the occasion of the repetition of w’hat is 
known as tlie * Pra-uga Shastra'. Hence the commentators have inter]>reted the 
name * jniroritvh' as standing for * puronuvdkyd \ — Kunte : SaddurfthanncJnntamka.] 


SUTRA (20). 

As REGARU8 THE TERM ‘ VASHA ’ (BaRREN), WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY 
IT ACTUALLY FORMS PART OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhasya, 

It has been urged (by the Purvapaksin, under Sii. 15) that though the 
animal laid down in connection with the enjoined act is the * barren-goat \ 
yet in actual practice it is the mere (tmqualified) goat that is used [so that 
there is no distinction made between the ‘ goat * and the ‘ barren goat * ; 
similarly there is no distinction between ‘Indra* and ‘ Mahendra ’J. — That is 
only right because in the case of the term ‘ vashd', we perceive that what is 
denoted actually does form an integral part of the sacrificial act ; as is clear 
from the text ‘ Chhdgasya vapdyd medasonubruhi ’ (cf. Taittirlya Brahmana 
3. 6. 8) ; from which it is clear that the ‘ vashd ’ (barren-goat) is the 
same as the ‘ chhaga * (goat). — Thus then, it is clear that if the Stotra and 
Shaatra are merely sanctificatory, then, the Aindra^Pragdtha has to be 
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taken away from its sphere; for this reason they should be regarded as 
‘ primary *. 

SUTRA (21). 

[Objection] — “ [ There may be a taking away of the Hymn] 

TO WHERE (mere TnDRA MAY BE THE DEITV) : BUT THAT 
SHOULD BE SO, IF IT SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE.^’ 

Bhasya. 

The particle (‘hut’) sets aside the view expressed above. — “In 

reality the Stotra and Sfmstra are sanctificatory acts. As for the taking 
away of the A itidm-Pragdth<it — let it be carried over to the sacrifice where 
Indra is the deity ; [it is only right that it should be so], as it is only right 
that what is indicated by the Indicative Power of the words of the text 
should set aside what is indicated by Order and Position P 

8UTRA (22). 

[Answer] — This should not be so in the case of sitch Mantras 
AS are directly laid down in the Veda. 

Bhasya, 

As a matter of fact, in the case of many Mantras^ wo find that, if they 
are taken away from t-heir sphere, they serve' no useful purpose in the sphere 
to which they are carried over, — and that if so carrietl over, they beciomo 
entirely useless. Such is the case with the Mantras mentioned in the fol- 
lowing texts: — (a) ^Ydmydh shamsanti*, (b) * Shipivisfavatlni shamsantV* 
(c) ^ Pitrdevatydh shamsati\ (d) * Afjninidrnte\ (f?) * Kusu?nb?uika-8ukfam\ 
(/) * Aksasuktam*, {(/) * Musikdsukfam* and such others. 

["J'ho mantras referred to here are to be recited on the occasion of tho third 
Senna- Extract ion of tho Agnistonm sacrifice. They constitute the A gnima notu-ahastra 
described in the Aitareya Brahraana (J. 35). In the case of tho Mantras spoken of as 
* ydmydh' in tho text ‘ Ydrnydh sharhsanti \ it is found that, inasmuch as Yarna is 
not the deity of the other Cups,- if the mantras laid down in that context were to 
be taken away from there, they could not point to that deity ; and ns in that case 
the very injunction of these would become useless, it would be necessary to admit 
the fact of their leading to transcendental results.] 

SUTRA (23). 

[Objection] — “ But it is actually seen ”, 

BhSsya. 

[Says the Opponent] — “ What we assert is that all the mantras referred 
to have their use (even on being taken away from their own context): — 
for instance, (a) the Manduka-hymn is of use in connection with the Fire 
(which has to be drawn in with the said hymn), — (6) the Ak^-hymn is of 
use at the Rdjasuya (where the gambling is done with the Dice), — 

(c) the Musikd-hymn is of use at the Ekddashinl [where the Mantra * Akhuste, 
etc.' eulogises a certain spot]; — {d) all the mantras have their use at the 
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VdchasUmuit as declared in the text * Sarvd rchah sarvdni yajumsi aarvdni 
sdmdni vdchastomi ’ ; — (e) similarly the Pdriplava-Akhydna is of use at the 
Aahvamedha; — (/) in connection with the Ashvina sacrifice it is said — 

‘ Yaaydahvirie ahaayamdne auryo nodiyddapi aarvd ddahataylranvbruydt [i.e. 

‘ in case the sun does not rise when the Aahvina Shaatra is being recited all 
the verses should be recited by way of expiation * — Tantravdrtika — Trans., 
p. 669]. — From all this it is clear that Mantras carried away from their 
context do serve distinctly useful purposes. — Consequently the reciting of 
the Stotra and Shaatra hymns should be regarded as sanctificatory in 
character”. 

SUTRA (24). 

[Answer] — In reality however, on account of the actual 
PRESENCE (of THE GeNITIVE, LoCATIVE AND OTHER 
ENDINGS) IN THE VeDA, THE ‘ StOTRA ’ AND THE 
* ShASTRA ’ APPEARING IN THEIR OWN CONTEXT 
SHOULD LAY DOWN THE COMINCJ ABOUT 

OF THE Transcendental Potency^ 

[and HENCE SHOULD BE RE- 
GARDED AS ‘ Primary ’ in 
THEIR character]. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality the reciting of the ‘ stotra ’ and ‘ shaatra * must be regarded as 
‘primary* acts; — why? — because of * the presence in the Veda, etc.’ — In the 
Vedic texts we find the presence of the Locative ending ; — for instance, 

* Kavatipu 8tuvate\ * Shlpiviatavatlsu stuvatl^ (cf. Taitti. Sam. 7. 6. 5. 2); — 
here the presence of the Locative ending (in * kavatlm' or * shipistavatlau') 
would be justifiable only if the mantra were taken as purely eulogistic, and 
as such subsisting in the letters composing the Mantra; on the other hand, 
if it were indicative of the Deity, then the Kavatis (Sama. S. 1. 169) should 
have been spoken of as the inatrument (by means of the Instrumental ending), 
and not with the Locative ending. 

There is another * presence in the Veda\ of such texts as * Pra-ugam 
ahayhaatV, * Ni^kevalyam ahamsati' ; which shows that the fnantraa spoken of 
are to be used for the purpose of praising ; and words descriptive of qualities 
used for the purpose of praising would bring about a transcendental result ; 
and as such the reciting of these should be regarded as ‘ primary ’. 

There is yet another ‘ presence in the Veda *, — of the Genitive case-ending ; 
e.g. in the text * Indrasya tu mrydni pravocham, etc/ (Taitti. Bra. 2. 6. 4, 1). 
Here the name of the deity (Indra) has been mentioned for the purpose 
of connecting him with the eulogy contained in the mantra \ if it were 
meant to serve the purpose of indicating the Deity (of a sacrifice), then the 
word would have taken the Nominative ending ; as in that case, the sense 
intended to be conveyed would be that of the basic noun by itself (in- 
dependently of all relationship to other things). — “ But even a word with the 
Nominative ending could denote something Jor the sake of the deity (and not 
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the deity itself); as we find in the case of the text ' Indro yato-vaaitaaya 
rdjd, etc.' (ftgveda 1. 32. 15).” — Not so, we reply; because such words also 
would serve the purpose of praising, by virtue of their syntactical position 
in the sentence. — “ But the indicative power of the words would be more 
powerful than their syntactical connection.” — True; but what we assert 
would also be pointed to by the indicative power of the words, — this * power * 
consisting in the capacity of the word to supply the requirements of the 
eulogistic sentence which is wanting in certain respects. — “ Even so, when 
both the conclusions are pointed to by the indicative power of words, how 
could the truth be determined ? ” — ^From the supplementary passages, it is 
clear that the word is not expressive of the Deity. — If the word were intend- 
ed to be expres.sive of the Deity, then the sentence conveying the sense of 
praise would remain defective and purposeless. — From all this it follows 
that the sentence conveying the sense of praise serves the purpose of bring- 
ing about a transcendental result, and consequently the reciting of the Stotra 
and Shastra hymns is a * primary ’ act. 

Further, the words * stauti' and * shamsati' are directly oxprt'ssive of 
good qualities, and it is only through indirect indication that they could 
point to deities. Therefore [as this latter view involves recourse to indirect 
indication], the hymns sliould be taken as ‘ laying down the coming about 
of the transcendental potency — 1 and as su(‘h should be regarded 
as ‘ primary’ in their cliaracterl. 

SUTRA (25). 

Also because the distinctness is implied by the words 

(of the Veda). 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, distinctness is implied by the words of the Veda; 
for instance, wo have the Vedic text speaking of ‘ the Agnistoma sacrifice as 
accompanied by twelve Stotra and Shastra hymns ’ ; if those hymns were 
not distinct, their number could never be Twelve ; as the act of reciting or 
singing of the stotraa and shastraa would be one only. If, on the other hand, 
distinctness is admitted, then the number ‘ twelve ’ becomes secured. 

[If each of the hymns were not meant to be distinct, and if all of them 
were taken as equally serving the one purpose of indicating the deity for the 
sacrifice, then, there would be no point in mentioning the number ‘ twelve *. 
If, in order to justify the mention of this number ‘twelve’, each word of 
the hymns were taken as indicating a distinct deity, then the number 
of such deities would be innumerable, not only ‘twelve*. — On the other 
hand, if the reciting of the Hymns is a ‘primary’ act, then the reciting 
of each hymn would bring about a distinct Apurva ; and if the number of 
these Apurvaa is ‘twelve’, the number of the Hymns also should be 
‘ twelve ’, as each action leading to a definite result is counted as ' one.’ 
And as regards the question as to what act can lead to an Apurva^ the Veda 
is our sole authority; and according to the Veda, from the point that 
the reciting commences to the point where it halts, it is to be regarded as 
one act ; and from the point of the re-starting of the reciting to the point of 
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the next halt, it would be the second aet ; and so on, in the case in question, 
the number of these recitings is twelve, as leading to twelve Apurvas. In 
this case there is no justification for taking each single verse as a distinct 
act, by which the number of acts would become more than ‘twelve*. — 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 562]. 

SUTRA (26). 

Then again, the mention of it (again) would be useless. 

Bhasya, 

In connection with the Agnistut, wo have the text ‘ Agneyd vai grahd 
bliavanti' ; and then again, we have the further text * Agneytsii shanisanti, 
dgneylsu 8tuvanti\ Now this latter text lays down the reciting of the 
Stotra and Shastra in connection with certain things connected with Agni 
(Agneyl)] the reciting herein laid down would be useless (superfluous), 
if the reciting were a sanetificatory act (and indicated only deities). For 
this reason also the recitings should be regarded as ‘ primary ’ acts. 

8UTRA (27.) 

The thin(j Itself is kecognised to be different. 

Bhasya, 

In the Veda we find the text * Sambaddhe vai stotrashastrP vu\ now 
this ‘ samhandhay connection, relationship, between the ‘ stotra ’ and * shastra ’ 
is possible only if the ‘ stotra * is something different from tlie ‘ shastra ’ ; — and 
the ‘ stotra ’ can be something different from the ‘ shastra ’ only if each of 
them is indicative of an Ajmrva ; otherwise (if both signified the single 
deity, Indra), the ‘ stotra ’ would be the same thing as the ‘ shastra *. 

8UTRA (28). 

There is signification also, as in the case of other 
(primary) acts. 


In the texts in question, * Pra-mjam shanisati\ * N iskevalyam shanisati', 
there is signification (of a primary act), by the Accusative ending (in 
*pra-ngam ’ and ‘ niskevalyarn ’). 

SUTRA (29). 

There is fulfilment of results also (mentioned). 

Bhasya, 

We find in the Veda also the mention of the fulfilment of results, 
(proceeding from the act of reciting the ‘ stotra ’ and ‘ shastra * hymns) ; — e.g. in 
such mantras as * Stutasya stutafnasi ’ (T. S. 3. 2. 7. 1). ‘ Indravanto mane^ 

mahit bhakfimahi prajdmi^m sd me satydshiryajnasya bhuydt* (TaiUirxya 
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Saihhitd 1. 6. 4. 2), we find a reference to the results that follow from the 
reciting of the Siotra hymns, — not to those following from the Deitj". — For 
this reason also the recitings of the Siotra and the Shastra are ‘primary* 
acts. 

Elsewhere in the Sutra — under Discourse X (Pada iv, Sutra 49) — we 
have dealt with the purpose served by this Adhikarann , — where it has been 
shown that the deities of the Cups being distinct, the Agent is entitled to the 
performance (of the act of reciting) only when the reciting of the Siotra and 
the Shastra is a ‘ primary ’ act. 

[Kumarila {Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 547-55()) has taken exception to the 
above exposition of the Adhikarana. His contention is that ‘ Jndra ' and ‘ MahSn- 
dra* are names of the same deity (p. 552), as in the compound * Mnh^ndra \ the two 
terms * mnhat' and * indra' do not, as the Bhasya says, function simultaneously; 
and by the gradual functioning of these two terms what the term * mnhPndra^ 
denotes is Indra qualified by greatuess. Thus the main position of the Ptlrrapak^n 
being sound, it is necessary to have recourse to another lino ot argumentation for the 
effective refutation of that Piirvajmkm. This line of argumentation, representing 
Kiimarila's Siddhanta, may bo thus summed up: — As a matter of fact, the Deity 
enters into the sacrifice, not in his material form, but only m its verbal form, -the 
form in which he is mcntioneil in the Vedic Injunction; hence, inasmuch as, m the 
particular act in question, the deity has been mentioned in the injuin tion m the 
form of * Mithfindm ', the deity for this act must be M<thSndr(t, not simply ludra^ — 
even if the two are names of the same Deity. In this sense, and to this extent, 
Mahflyidra and Indra an* to be regarded as distinct deities.] 



Adhikaraija (6) : Mantras are not injunctive. 

StJTRA (30). 

[PtTRVAPAK§A] — ‘‘The Injunction and the Mantra must have 

THE SAME PURPORT, AS IT IS THE SAME WORD THAT OCCURS 

IN BOTH.” 

Bhaaya, 

[It has been held above, in Adhikarana (1) that Verbs serve to enjoin action and 
Apurva \ and we have dealt with the division of acts into ‘ Primary’ and ‘Subsi- 
diary VVe now revert to the original subject, and proceed to consider if all verbs 
occurring in tho Veda — in the injunctive passages, etc., and in Mantra texts —are in- 
junctive ; as the purpose of the Discourse is only to differentiate among such actions 
as are enjoined by Vedic texts.] 

There i.s the text — ‘ Na td nashanti na dahhdti taskaro ndsdm d mitro 
vyathird dadharaati, — Bevdmshcha ydbhiryajnte dnddti cha jyog ittdhliih sa cha 
te gopatih snhci ’ {Taittirlya Hrdhtnar^a 2. 4. 6. 11) : — Tlie terms to be considered 
in the pvemnt Adhikarana are ‘ yajale ’ and ‘ dnddti ’ contained in this mantra ; 
— and the question that arises is— are the verbs (like ^ yajaiV and * daddti') 
occurring in the tnantra injunctive in the .same way as those occurring in 
Brahmana-texts ? 

The Purvapakaa on this que.stion is as follows : — “ The verb, occurring in 
the Brdhniann injunction and in the mantra, should have one and the same 
meaning, — * as it is the same word that occurs in both^ ; and under the circum- 
stances, it is not possible that tho same word occurring in the Brdhmana 
should bo injunctive, while occurring in the Mantra it should be unable to 
enjoin things. — Hence the Mantra also should be regarded as injunctive.” 

StJTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, inasmuch as the Mantra functions 

ONLY DURIN(} THE PERFORMANCE OF AN ACT, IT SHOULD BE 
EXPRESSIVE OF MERE ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase *api vd* (‘in reality*) serves to set aside the Purvapakaa 
view. — Words like those quoted * should be expressive of mere assertion \ — 
because ‘ the Mantra Junctions only during the performance of an act * ; that 
is, it is only while the sacrifice is being performed that the mantra (quoted 
above) is able to function ; — and this function is to ‘ assert ’ — speak of, not 
to enjoin — the acts of Ooddna (giving of the cow) and Qoydga (cow-sacrifice ) ; 
— why so ? — because both these acts are alrectdy enjoined elsewhere,— (a) the 
giving of the cow in course of the injunction of the Sacrificial Fee (which in- 
cludes the Cow) and the cow-sacrifice at the Anubandhyd Isfi . — “But the 
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act as enjoined in the Mantra would be difterent from those enjoined else- 
where”. — That is not possible ; because even though the word (the name of 
the act) be repeated several times, the idea conveyed by it is alwa^^ one and 
the same. — If the mantra were taken as expressing commendation (like Artha» 
vdda), then it would be superfluous, as the Sacriflce has already been en- 
joined by an injunction aided by another commendatory text (Arthavdda)* 
— For these reasons the verb occurring in Mantras quoted above cannot be 
injunctive. 

[Kumarila has taken exception to tho above exposition of the Adhikaraiuif on 
grounds for which see Tafitravartika — Trans., pp. 566-567. According to him, there is 
no necessity for introducing any mantra in this discussion ; and tlie Adhikarana is to be 
expounded as follows : - Verbs have been declared to be injunctive of acts, and acts 
have been divided into * primary * and * subsidiary * ; the question that arises now 
is— Are these, — (1) the enjoining of the primary act, and (2) the enjoining of the 
subsidiary act— the only functions of the verb ? Or is there any other also ? — The 
Purvapaksa view is that there is no third function. — The Siddfunitn view is that in 
addition to the aforesaid function, there is yet another function of the verb, — that 
of simple assertion, which function takes place where the injunctive fuin'tion is pre- 
cluded by the presence of another injunctive word.] 

[Prabhakara’s exposition of this Adhikarana. is thus summed up in tho BrtuUl— 
From the very nature of Mantras it is clear that they cannot be taken us Injunc- 
tions,-- being, as they are, entirely devoid of any kind of injunctive word: also 
because all Mantras are found to be construable, — either by direct syntactical connec- 
tion or by indirect implication, — with other passages, which are injunctive. So if 
the Mantras themselves were to enjoin another action, there would bo two actions 
enjoined by what is practically only ‘ one sentence*. — Nor are the Mantras found to 
contain any commendation or condemnationi so they cannot be taken as Artlmvada ; — 
with all this however. Mantras cannot be regarded as absolutely meaningless or 
useless; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must serve some useful purpose, 
they must have some meaning, expressing something that is needful in the acts 
prescribed by the injunctive psissages.] 



Adhikabaija (7) : Definition of ‘ Mantra.' 

StJTRA (32). 

The name * Mantra ’ is applied to those texts that are 

EXPRESSIVE OF THE SAID (ASSERTION, OF THINGS 
CONNECTED WITH PRESCRIBED ACTS). 

Bhasya. 

It has been established that the verbs occurring in mantras are no 
injunctive. Now it is explained what a * rnantra * is. 

Without knowing what a * mantra^ is, how could the verb contained 
therein be discussed ? — So, in reality, the present Arlhikarana should have 
gone before the foregoing one. 

The question to be considered in the present Adhiknrana is — What is a 

* inantra * ? 

The answer to this is given in the Sutra — The name * mantra ’ is applied to 
those texts that are expressive of the said * assertion \ That is to say, it is in 
regard to those texts which express the * assertion ^ (spoken of in Su. 31), that 
learned men use the term ‘ mantras\ — in such statements as ‘ we are reading 
the mantras \ * wo are teaching the fnantras * these are mantras ’ and so forth. 

This definition is only illustrative ; as there are certain texts which are 
not expressive of any assertion and are yet called * mxintra\ — e.g. the 
text ‘ VasantCtya kaplnjaldn dJabhate' (‘Kills Kapinjala birds for Vasanta^ 
V. S. 24. 20). 

It is not possible to indicate each mantra individually scattered here and 
there ; hence some sort of a general definition has been provided. As there 
is the saying — ‘ Even sages can never come to the end of the enumeration of 
things individually ; but wise men come to the end of things ‘by means of 
definitions’. [The term * prsthdkofam^ is thus explained in the T antra vartika, 
p. 570 : Without a definition, the teacher would have to indicate the mantras 
one by one, and this would be as painful a process as the carvings of the back 
undergone when several objects around one have to be looked at in different 
directions.] 

The following are examples of Mantras of various kinds:— (a) Those 
ending in * asi\ e.g. * Medhosl, etc ,'; — (6) those ending in *tvd', e.g. * Ise 
tvorje, etc,' {Vdjasa, Samhitd 1. 1) ; — (c) benedictory, e.g, * Ayurdd asi, etc,' 
(T. S. 1. 6. 6); — (d) Eulogistic, e.g. * Agnirmurdhd, etc,' (Taittirlya Sarhhitd 
4. 4. 4. 1) ; — (e) expressive of number, e.g. ‘ Eko mama, etc,' (Sh. Br. 1. 5. 6. 12 ; 
— (/) incoherent talk, e.g, ' Akal te indra pingale duleriva' ; — {g) bewailing, 
e.g. * Ambe ambike, etc,' (Vdjasa, Samhitd 23. 18); — (/t) directory, e.g. 
' Agnldagnln vihara, etc,' (Taittiriya Samhita 6. 3. 2); — (i) searching, e.g. 

* Kosi katamosi' (V. S. 7. 29); — (j) questioning, e.g. * Prchchhdmi tvd, etc,' 
(V. S. 13. 61); — (k) descriptive, e.g. * lyam vedih, etc,' (V. S. 23. 62); — (1) 
elliptical extension, e.g. * Achchhidretyi pavitrerm, etc,' (Taittirlya Samhitd 
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1. 1. 5. 1); — (m) performance, e.g. * Tratsvaryam chatusvaryam, x — (w> 

capability, i.e. power of expression. — All this (division of mantras) hew been 
indicated by the Vrttikdra by means of examples. 

All this also is merely illustrative (not exhaustive) ; there are several 
mantras which have the word ‘ asi ’ in the middle (not at the end) ; — e.g. 

* Idyashchdsi vandyashcha vdjin' (V. S. 29. 3) ; also some having ‘ tvd * in the 
middle, — e.g. ‘ Tattvdydini, eteJ " — Further in the Brdhmanas also we find the 
(a) Benedictory texts \ — e.g. * So*kdmayata prajdh srjeya, etc .* ; — (6) Eulogistic 
texts also are found in the Brdhmanas , — e.g. ^ Vdyurvai ksepisthddevatd* 
[Taittirlya Samhitd 2. 1. 1. 1); — (c) incoherent talk , — e.g. *Na chaitadvidma 
brdhmanu m smo ‘brdhmdndh smo vd* (Mail. S. 1. 4. 11); — (d) bewailing , — 
e.g. * Ye mdmadhuksanta te mam pratyamunchanta* \ — (c) directory , — e.g. 

* Amutah somamdhara * — (/) searching , — e.g. * Iha la sa iha vd, etc.*; — (g) 
questioning , — e.g. *Vedn karnavatim surmhn, etc.' ; — (A) answer , — e.g. ‘ Vidmo 
vd, etc ."* ; — (i) Elliptical extension , — e.g. * Hrdasydgrvadynte atha jihvdyd atha 
t'aksasi, etc .* ; — (j) perforinance , — e.g. ^ Traisiaryahcluitusvaryaiichn* ; — (k) 
cajmbility , — e.g. * Sruirendvadynti dravesn, etc.* [So that the description 
supplied by the Vrttikdra is neither inclusive of all Mantras, nor exclusive 
of all non -mantras']. 

There is no necessity for stating the purpose served by propounding a 
definition, as it is well-known ; in fact the knowledge of things obtained by 
means of a definition is much easier. On this point there is the following 
saying — * There is no necessity to point out any purpose in the case of 
(a) objections, (b) exceptions, (r) a prinm facie statement, (fl) providing 
a definition, and (e) after-thought’ ; — and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that (a) in the case of objections, it is necessary to answer them, for the 
sake of the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarann ; (h) in the 
case of exceptions, an explanation serves the purposes of the general rule to 
which the exceptions have been pointed out ; (c) in the case of a prima facie 
statement, there is always the desire to state the final conclusion ; and 
(c) in the case of an after -thought, an explanation serves the purposes of the 
Adhikarnna that has gone before. 

In the Veda itself wo find the word ‘ Mantra * whoso significance we 
have been discussing, — e.g. in the text — * Ahe budhniya inantram me gopdya 
yamrsayastrayividd viduh rchah sdmdni yajumsi* (Taittirlya Brdhmana 

1. 2. 1. 26.) 



Adhikarai^a (8) : What is a Brahmana ? 

SUTRA (33). 

To THE REST (OF THE VeDA) THE NAME ‘ BrAHMANA ’ (iS 

appmed). 

Bha$ya. 

[The Veda has been defined as consisting of * Mantras and Brdhmanaa'; 
the Mantra has been defined; the Brdhmarm is defined in the present 
Adhikara^na,] 

“ What is the definition of the Brdhmana ? ” 

‘Mantra’ and ‘ Brahmana’ constitute the Veda; of these the Mantra 
having been defined, it follows naturally that all the rest of the Veda is 
Brdhmana ; so that it is not necessary to provide a definition of the Brahmarm ; 
from the definition of Mantra itself it follows that those parts of the Veda 
which do not possess the character indicated as differentiating Mantras are 
‘ Brdhmana ’ ; thus it is by the simple process of elimination that we come to 
know what Brdhmana is. 

For the benefit of students however, the Vrttikdra has supplied the 
following details regarding the characteristic features of the Brdhmana : — 
( 1) One abounding in the particle * iti ’ ; (2) one containing the phrase * so 
they say’; (3) anecdotal; (4) stating a reason — * Shurpena juhoti tena 
hyannayn kriynte^ (Shata. Brdhmana 2. 6. 2. 23); (5) Explanatory , — * Tad 
dudhno dadhitvam' (Taittirlya Bam, 2. 5. 3. 4); (6) Deprecatory, — ‘ Upavltd 
vd etasydgnayah^ ; (7) Eulogistic , — * Vdyurvai ksepisthd devatd' (Taittirlya 
Samhitd 2. 1. 1); (8) Doubtful , — * Hotavyam gdrhapatye na hotavyam" ; (9) 
Injunctive, — ‘ Yajamdnasammltd atidumbarl hhavati * (cf. T. S. 6. 2. 10. 3) ; 
(10) Something done by another , — * Mdsdneva mahyam pachati' ; (11) An- 
cient history , — * Ulmukairhasma purve samdjagmuh' ; (12) Assumption of 
transposition, — ‘ Ydvatoshvdn pratigrhnlydt, etc.’ — On this there is the 
following saying — ‘There are ten forms of Brahmana — (1) Statement of 
reason, (2) Explanatory, (3) Deprecatory, (4) Eulogistic, (5) Doubtful, (6) 
Injunctive, (7) Act of others, (8) Ancient history, (9) Assumption of trans- 
position, and (10) Analogical ; in all Vedas this is the definite characteris- 
tic feature of the Vidhi ’. 

This also is only illustrative (not exhaustive) ; — because among Mantras 
also, there are (a) some abounding in the particle * iti\ — e.g. * Iti vd iti me 
manah, etc, * (Bgveda 10. 119. 1) ; — (h) some containing the phrase ‘so they 
say’, — e.g. ‘ Bhagamhhaksltydha * (R. V. 7. 41. 2), — (c) anecdotal, — e.g. ‘ Ugro 
ha bhujyam, etc/ (Taittirlya Arat},yaka 1. 10. 2): — (d) stating a reason, — 
e.g ‘ Indavo mdmushanti hi, etc/ (R. V. 1. 2. 4) ; — (e) explanatory, — e.g. 
‘ Tasmdddponusthand, etc, ’ (Taittirlya Samhitd 6. 6. 1. 3) ; — deprecatory, — 
e.g. ‘ Mogharmnnam bindate aprachetdh, etc, * (Rgveda 8. 6. 23) ; — eulogistic, 
—e.g. ‘ Agnirmud?id, etc/ (Taittirlya Samhitd 4. 4. 4) ; doubtful, — e.g. ‘ Adhah 
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8Vtdd8ldupari8V%dds%t,etc,^ (Rgveda 10. 129. 6) ; injunctive, — e.g. * Pfniyddin- 
nddhamdndya, etc,' (Rgveda 10. 117. 15) ; — done by another, — e.g. ^ Saha8ra- 
mayiUddadatf etc,' (R. V. 8. 21. 18); — ancient history,— e.g. * Yajfiena 
yajnamayajanta devdh, etc.' (Rgveda 10. 90. 16). 



Adhikaraija (9) : Moaijications in Mantras are not 

^Mantra 

SOTRA (34). 

The Character of ‘Mantra' hobs not belong to those 

WORDS THAT DO NOT FORM PART OF THE TEXT OF THE 

Veda; as the aforesaid distinction is appli- 
cable ONLY to THE TEXTS THAT ACTUALLY 
FORM PART OF THE TEXT OF THE VeDA. 

Bhasya. 

[(a) The Mantra ‘ Agnaye tvd justam nirvapdml', which is laid down as 
one to be employed in connection with an offering to Agni, is modified into 
* Surydya tvd, etc.\ when the offering is made to Surya ; this is an instance 
of ‘ Vha \ Modification proper, — (6) When the names of the presiding Bais of 
the family of a particular sacrificer are recounted, along with a certain 
Mantra, it is an instance of * Pravara\ — (c) When, along with a Mantra, the 
names of the particular sacrificer, and his son and other descendants are 
recounted, it is an instance of * Nd^nadheya' — Tantravdrtika—TrGinH,p, 
573]. — In regard to these — *llka\ * Pravara^ and * Ndmadheya\ there 
arises the question — Are these to be regarded as ‘ Mantra ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that , “ inasmuch as they are asserthe in their 
character (mentioning things in connection with the sacrifice), they are to 
be regarded as ‘ Mantra ’ ” 

In answer to this, the Siddfidnta view is that those words that do not 
form part of the Vedic text are not to be regarded as * Mantra', — even 
though they be ‘ assertive ’ in their character ; because the fact of certain 
words being ‘ assertive ’ is not a ground for regarding them as ‘ Mantra ' ; 
the only ground for it is the usage of learned men ; so that those words 
which the learned do not call * Mantra' cannot be regarded as * Mantra' , 
As regards the three kinds of words in question — Oha and the rest — they 
€ire not found to form part of the text of the Veda; hence they cannot be 
regarded as • Mantra 

The purpose served by this discussion is that, if there is some mistake in 
the utterance of these words, it is not necessary to perform that expiatory 
rite which has been laid down in connection with mistakes in the pronounc- 
ing of Mantras, 

[Kumarila has a supplementary Adhlkarana, the conclusion of which is 
that the character of ‘ MarUra ' is denied to just those words that have been 
discussed, — i.e. the modifications and the names recounted along with the 
Mantra ; so far as the unmodified parts of the Mantra, or the Mantras along 
with which the names are recounted, are concerned, — the ‘ Man trie ' charac- 
ter of those is not affected.] 



Adhikarainia ( 10 ) : What is ‘ JRk ’ ? 

SUTRA (35). 

Of thes?: (Mantras), those are called *Rk’ wherein there is 
DIVISION INTO ‘feet’ (QUARTERS), ON THE BASIS OF THE 
MEANINO. 


[Though the definition of the several kinds of Mantra does not form thesnhject- 
matter of the present Discourse, yet the Sutra treats of it, because a consideration of 
it is connected with the subject of Mantras^ whoso character has been discussed in 
connection with the division of acts into * primary ’ and ‘ subsidiary Tantravartika 
— Trans., p. 578.] 

We find the term * rk * used in the V’^eda; — e.g. in the text, ‘ Ahe budhniya 
rtiantram me gopdya yamrmijnstrnylvidd vidah rrho yajdmsi sumdni\ {Tait- 
tirlya Brdhmnna 1. 2. 1. 26.) 

The question is — ** What is the definition of * Ifk^ V' 

The answer is — Of the mantras^ those are called * Ifk * where there is division 
into *feet \ on the basis of the meaniny. That is, that inantra is called * rk' 
where there is division into ‘ feet’ ; e.g. * AynimlUy etc.'* (Ifyveda 1. 1. 1). It is 
only in regard to mantras like these that learned men use the term * rk\ in 
such statements as * we are reading Rks\ ‘we are teaching Rks\ ‘ the.so 
are ^ks\ 

If the fact of the division into ‘feet’ being on the basis of the meaniny 
were emphasised, then the definition would cease to apply to those ]}k8 
where the said division is on the basis of the metre ; as in the Hk * A ynlh 
purvehhirrsibhih, etc.* (R. V. 1. 1. 2). The phrase ‘ rm the basis of tneaniny* 
is to be taken, not as meant to exclude the cases of division on the basis of 
metre and other things, but only as an illustrative reference. This should 
be clearly understood ; as otherwise, if the phra.se in question were taken 
as meant to exclude the cases of division on the basis of metre and other 
things, then there would be syntactical split. — Hence the definition of 
‘ l$k ’ is to be taken simply as * that wherein there is division into feet \ 



Adhikaraista (11) : What is ‘ Saman ’ ? 

SOTRA (36). 

The kame ‘ Saman ’ is applied to the Music. 

Bhdsya. 

** What is the definition of the Sdman ? ” 

The particular music (to which a Mantra is set) is called ‘ Sdman * ; it is 
only when a man^m-text is set to music and so sung, that the learned use 
with regard to it the term * Sdman \ in such statements as ‘ we are studying 
the Sdman\ ‘we are teaching the Sdman\ ‘these are Sdman\ And in 
this matter, the teaching of the learned is our sole authority. [See 
M^mamsa-Sutra VII — ii — 1 to 21; also IX — ii — 3 to 13 and 29, 30, 31, 46.] 

Just as, in the case of the expression ‘ curd is sour ’, the term * sour ’ stands 
only for the peculiar taste of the curd, — and in the expression ‘ molasses 
are sweet’, the term ‘sweet* stands only for the peculiar taste of the 
molasses, — similarly, when the term ^ Sdman ^ is applied to mantras set to 
music, it should be understood that the name stands for the music to which 
the mantra has been sot, and it is applied to the Mantra itself only because 
of its connection with that music. 



ADHiKABAiiTA (12) : Whot is ‘ Yajus’’ ? 

SOTRA (37). 

The name ‘ Yajus * is applied to the rest (of the mantras). 

Bhasya, 

“ What is the definition of the Yajtia ? 

It is not necessary to propound a definition of Ynjm; as by the process 
of elimination the nature of tlie ‘ Yajus' would be understood from the de- 
finitions of * Bk ’ and ‘ Sartuin ’ ; — i.e. that which is not sot to music, and 
where there is no division into ‘feet’, is ‘ Yaju8\ which is a mixed sort 
of text. 
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Adhikarai^a (13): Nigadas are included under ‘ Yajus" 

SUTRA (38). 

[PORVAPAKf^A] — “ The Nigada should be taken as the 

FOURTH KIND (OF MANTRA), BECAUSE OF ITS PECULIAR 

CHARACTER.” 

Bhasya. 

[A^ igadas are texts containing addresses by one Priest to another. ) 

The question that arises now is — Is the Nigada the same as ‘ Yajns' ? 
or is it something different from Yajus ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows — ** Nigadas are not ‘ Yajiis' ; — why ? 
— because of their peculiar character the peculiar character is described in 
the text — ‘the l^k is recited loudly, the SCiynan is sung loudly, the Yajus is 
recited softly, the Nigada is recited loudly.’ if the Nigada were ‘ Yajus', 
then ‘ loudness ’ would not have been its peculiar character ; — as a matter 
of fact however, we do find this to be its peculiar character (in contradistinc- 
tion to the ‘softness’ of the Yajus). Hence the Nigada must be a fourth 
kind of mantra. 

SUTRA (39). 

[PdRVAPAKSA concluded] — “Also because of the (distinct) name.” 

Bhdsya. 

“We also find the names used as distinct: ‘These are Yajus, not 
Nigadas', ‘These are Nigadas, not Yajus'. — From this also it follows that 
Nigadas form a distinct class of ‘ Mantra 

SOTRA (40). 

1{SiDDHANTA]--1n reality, they SHOULD BE REGARDED AS “ YaJUS ” 
BECAUSE THEY HAVE THE SAME FORM AS THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

The Nigadas are Yajus ; — why ? — because they have the same form as that , 
the form of the Nigada is that same mixed-text which we found in Yajus^ 
and the character of being different from ^k and Sdman is also common to 
the Yajus and the Nigada. 

8UTRA (41). 

The peculiar character is due to the fact that it has to be 

ADDRESSED (TO OTHERS). 

Bhdsya. 

On account of being addressed to others, — i.e. on account of being capable 
of being addressed to, and understood by, others. In fact some Yajus texts 
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are found to have the power of being addressed to, and understood by, others ; 
[and it is on the basis of this capacity that those particular texts are given 
distinct name of ‘ Nigada ’]. 


SUTRA (42). 

Also because of a distinct purpose (served by it). 

Bhdaya. 

There is a distinctly useful purpose served by the Nigmias being addressed 
to, and understood by, other persons; — if they were pronounced softly 
(they could not be heard by others, and) they could not convey any idea to 
the other persons; it is for this reason that ‘the peculiar character’ (of 
being recited loudly) comes to serve a useful purpose. Thus then, those 
Yajua-ituintrafi are NUjudas which are recited loudly, — How so? — Because 
the prefix ‘ tii ’ (in the term ‘ nigada ’), signifies excellence ; — just as, when the 
red colour of a thing is specially excellent, it is said to be * nitamm mkta* 
(very red), — and the root *gad' (in the term * nigada'), donoting uiternnce, 
signifies the act of reciting ; and the excellence of this act of reciting consists 
in its being done loudly. 

Objection, — “ But it has lieen specially declared in the Yedic text that 
being re<'ited softly is the (piality of the Vajus-uiantra |8o that what is recited 
loudly cannot be |.” 

Answer — Wo say, no. That is said to be tJie ‘(piality’ of a thing 
which helps that thing in its functioning. In the (;ase in (piostion, when the 
Yajus-niantras are recited for the purpose of conveying an idea to other per- 
sons, being recited softly could not help them in that func.tion ; in fact, it 
would hinder that function (by making the words inaudible) ; hence in the 
case of those Mantras, the quality is ‘loudness’, which helps the purpose of 
being addressed to, and understood by, other persons. — Tlie ‘ soft ’ reciting 
would be for other texts ; i.e. there are other Ya jus-mantras which are not 
meant to be addressed to others, and the character of ‘ softness ’ would 
pertain to the reciting of these mantras. 


SUTRA (43). 

The (different) name is for the purpose of indicatino the 
particular qualification. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the different name (which has been urged as an argument in 
favour of the Purvapaksa, under Su, 39), — that can be explained also 
when the N igada and the Yajus are one and the same, on the basis of the 
^particular gualification’' ; just as we have in such expressions as ‘Feed the 
Brdhmarias here and the Wandering Mendicants there’ (where, though the 
Mendicants also are Brahmanas, yet they are named differently on account 
of special qualihcations). In the same manner, when the name ‘ Nigada ’ is 
used, it IS in reference to the Yajm-mantras themselves, as qualified by 
‘ loudness ’. 
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SHABABA-BHi$YA : 


SOTRA (44). 

[Objection] — “The name ‘nigada’ would be applicable to 
ALL (Mantras) ” — if this is urged [then the answer 
IS AS given in the following SOtra]. 

Bhasya. 

“ If the name ‘ nigada ’ is applicable to all that is recited loudly, — then 
the B^^mantra also becomes liable to be called * nigada 

SOTRA (46). 

Not so ; as they are distinctly named ‘Rk\ 

Bhasya. 

Bk^mantraa are not called * Nigada * ; because in the text — ‘ Aydjyd vai 
nigaddh rchaiva yajanti\ we find the two [Bk and Nigada) mentioned separate- 
ly, on the basis of a distinct difference between them. — “ But the separate 
naming is only an indication, you have to give a reason.” — The reason lies 
in the fact that the root ^ gad' (in the term ‘ nigada') denotes such speech 
as is not divided into (metric) feet ; it is for this reason that only such speech 
as is not divided into (metric) feet is called ‘ gadya ‘ Prose ’ [so that Nigada 
is Prose, while Bk is Verse, and the name * nigada' therefore cannot apply 
to Bk], 



Adhikaraija ( 14 ): Principle of Syntactical Unit — ^One 

Sentence \ 

SOTRA (46). 

So LONG AS A SINGLE ‘PURPOSE IS SERVED* BY A NUMBER 
OF WORDS, WHICH ON BEING SEPARATED, ARE FOUND 
TO BE WANTING (‘INCAPABLE OF EFFECTING THE 
PURPOSE*), THEY FORM ‘ONE SENTENCE* 

(one Yajus-mantra). 

Bhaaya, 

fin connection with Mantras, tliere arises the question as to what is 
there to determine that a certain inantra begins with such and such a word 
and ends with such and such. In the case of and Sdman, the verse 
itself may form the determining factor, and it may not be difficult to deter- 
mine the exact extent of the mantra ; but it is not so easy in the case of 
Yajus-mantraSf where the determining factor of the metre is not available.] 

In regard to the mantras, wdiich are of mixed character, there 

arises the question. — How is it to bo known tliat so far it is one Yajus ? 

The answer is that that group of words should be regarded as ‘ one 
Yajiis * which is employed in the act of sacrifice. 

“ But how far does that group of words extend which is used at a 
sacrifice ? ” 

[The Purvapaksa view is that in view of the fact that even single words 
express an idea, even incomplete and defective sentences should be treated 
as ‘ one sentence ’.] 

[The Slddhdnta is as follows : — 

It extends to that extent up to which the words serve the purpose of 
indicating things helpful to the act of sacrifice ; — to that extent it is ‘ one 
sentence' — called * vdkya' or ‘declaration’, ‘judgment,’ ‘proposition , 
because it is what is declared, — It is in this sense that we have the assertion 
of the Sutra to the effect that — ‘ So long as a single purpose is served by a 
number of words, they form one sentence \ Because this is the condition that 
makes a number of words ‘ one sentence *, — therefore it comes to this that a 
group of words serving a single purpose forms one sentence, — ^but only if 
any one of these words, on being disjoined from the rest, become ‘ wanting * 
(defective). 

“ What is the example of (such ‘ one sentence *) ? ” 

We have an example in the shape of the Yajup-marUra * Devasya tvd 
savituh prasave, etc.'* (Taittiriya Samhitd 1. 1. 4. 2) [where the words express 
a single idea and are .so syntactically connected that if any word is taken 
out, it becomes meaningless]. 
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SHABABA-BHil^YA : 


Objection, — “But in the text quoted, each individual word denotes a 
single idea ” [and as such each word should be treated as a * sentence’]. 

True (each word denotes an idea); but it does not fulfil the second 
condition that ‘on being disjoined, it becomes wanting or defective’ [as 
no such disjoining is possible in the case of any single word]. 

“ But in any case the mantra-text quoted cannot be said to eacpress a 
single idea, as there are several ideas expressed by the several words (of the 
text) ; and apart from what is expressed by the component words, there is 
no single idea expressed by the sentence as a composite whole — as has been 
explained above. — It might be argued that difference (among the things 
denoted by the several words), or correlation (of the things denoted by the 
several words), constitutes the idea expressed by the sentence as a composite 
whole. — But even so, this idea so expressed could not be one only ; as the 
number of ‘differences’ and ‘ correlationships * would be more than one (as 
there are more words than one).” 

The assertion in the Sutra is to be explained and justified as referring to 
the fulfilling of a single purpose. For instance, the niantra ‘ Devasyn tvd, etc." 
serves the purpose of indicating the act of *nirvdpa' (offering); and the 
group of words in the tnantra may be regarded as expressing this particular 
fact, — and hence as forming ‘ one sentence.’ 

“In the text cpioted there are several sontoneos — the first is ‘ Derasyn 
tin saviluh prasave nirvapdvu\ ekXid the second is* Ashvmorbdhuhhydm ni rm^ 
pdmi \ and so on, there are several other sentences.” 

Tf the word * ntrrapdmi ' is to bo supplied as an elliptical extension (in 
the manner shown by the opponent), — then certainly there are several 
sentences; but in reality there is no such elliptical extension [i.e. the verb 
is not to bo supplied to each group of words] ; for if the act denoted by the 
verb * nirmpdniiA were a subordinate factor, then it would have to be taken 
as distinct with each of the primary acts. Then again, the action of 
Ninxipa (offering) is not denoted by what is expressed by the words ‘ Devasyn 
tvd, etc.'' ; so that if the implemental accessories were the predominant factors, 
then the mantra-text would have to be taken as serving only a transcen- 
dental purpose. On the other hand, if the Nlrvnpa itself is taken as the 
predominant factor, then the mantra-text serves the perceptible purpose of 
indicating that act of Xirvdpa; and this act would then be indicated as 
qualified by all the adjectives contained in the entire Mantra-text under 
consideration; in this way there would be no incongruity at all. How one 
word is qualified by another word has been already explained under Sutra 
* TadhhutdfUim, etc.^ (1. 1. 26). — Thus then, the whole of the Mantra -text forms 
a single sentence [speaking of the Nirvdpa as qualified by a number of 
qualifications]. 

Question : — “Why has the Sutra laid down both the conditions — (a) that 
it should serve a single purpose, and (5) that on being disjoined, it be 
wanting ? ” 

Answer: — There may be a sentence which may serve a single purpose, 
but which is not ‘wanting’ on being disjoined; e.g, the text — ^ Bhago vdm 
vibhajatu aryamd vdm vibhajatu* serves the single purpose of expressing 
‘ vibhdga *. — “ But the vibhdga qualified by Bhaga is distinct from the vihhdga 
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qualified by Aryama [so that the whole text does not express a single idea].” 
— Not so, we reply; because what is intended to be spoken of here is 
VibMga in general, not particular vihhagas; as it is only by expressing 
vibhdga in general that it serves a perceptible purpose, which it could not do 
if it expressed particular vibhdgas, — And though the text serves the said 
single purpose, yet it is not found to be ‘ wanting * on being disjoined [each 
of the two parts — (1) * Bhago vam vibhajatu' and (2) * Aryama mm vibha- 
jntu' being sjmtactically complete in itself]; so that on being disjoined, 
there are two distinct sentences, — and each of them is treated as an 
optional alternative [and the whole is not taken as a single sentence] [and 
this result is due to both the conditions laid down in the Sutra not being 
fulfilled]. — Similarly in the case of the Mantra-text ‘ Syonan te sadanam 
krnomi ghrtasya dlidrayd ausevani kalpaydmi tasmin fttddmrte pratitistha 
vrlhimim medhah stimanaayamdnah ’ (Talttiriya /hdhmana 3. 7. 6. 2-3), — the 
parts on being disjoined become syntactically ‘wanting* (and hence the 
second condition of ‘one sentence’ is fulfilled), but there are two purposes 
served and expressed by the text — the preparing of the sent (expressed by the 
first y)art of the text ‘ syonani . . . ,kalpaydmi*) and the depositing of the cake 
(expressed by the second part ‘ Tasmin slda, etc.") |so that the first condition 
of ‘ one sentence’ is not fulfilled] ; consequently the Mantra text is taken and 
used as two distinct sentences, — the first part being used in the preparation 
of the seat atid the second in the depositing of the cake. 

Thus then vV(‘ find that the words of the Sutra are well chosen and no 
objection can be taken to it. 

[Thorp is a difforonco among the Bhattas tlicmselvc's regarding the o\act moan- 
ing of the term ^arthn" in the compound * arthaikatvat * m the Sutra. Fartha- 
sarathi Mishra takes it in the soiiHe of purpose: according to which all the words» 
phrases and clauses that serve a single purpose — of indicating details connected 
with an act, for instance, are to he treated as ‘ one sonten(‘e Someshvara Ifiiatta 
111 the N ijayasuddhd, on the other hand, takes the word ‘ arthrt ’ in the sense of idea; 
so that any grtmp of words that: expresses one complete idea or judgment is to be 
treated as * one sentence — The difference in reality comes to this that while, by the 
former view, the definition of ‘ one sentence ’ is applicable to Vodic sentences only, - - 
by the latter, it becomes applicable to all kinds of sentences, \'cdic as well as 
secular. According to Prabhdkara, * arth/t"' here moans the ‘reminding or indi- 
cating of what is to be done’ ; and this is more in keeping with Farthiisarathi than 
with Someshvara. As an Afivitabhidlmnavadin, Frabhakara could not very well 
accept the words to have any meaning apart from the other worrls ; it is for this 
reason that he says that the word * artha' must moan pragojana, purpose; as the 
purpose IS the most important factor and all the words in the sentence must be 
related to that important factor. — Brihati MSS., p. .'ll]. 



Adhikara^a (15): Principle of Syntactical split — 

‘ Distinct Sentences 

SCTRA (47). 

When the sentences abb equally independent (of one anothbb) 

THEY SHOULD BE TREATED AS SYNTACTICALLY DISTINCT 

(distinct sentences). 

BhEsya. 

[This is the antithesis to the principle formulated in the foregoing 
Adhikarana]* 

In regard to such mantra-texts as (o) ‘ lae tvd urje ivd, ( Vdjasaneya 
Samhitd 1. 1), and [b) * Ayuryajnena kalpatdm prdno yajnena kalpatdm*' 
(Taitti. Sam. 1. 7. 9. 1) — there arises the question — Are such sentences to be 
treated as * one sentence ’ or ‘ several distinct sentences ’ ? 

The Purvapak^ view is as follows : — ** Every such text is to be treated as 
‘ one sentence * ; for the utterance of the words ‘ Ise tvd * is not found to fulfil 
any perceptible purpose; nor is that of the words ‘ ilrje tvd ’ ; [hence as not 
serving distinct purposes, each of these two groups of words cannot but be 
treated as * one sentence ’] ; on the other hand, on the strength of the text 
itself the implication is that they serve only transcendental purposes ; and 
so far as transcendental purposes are concerned, it is more reasonable to 
assume a single transcendental purpose to be served by both sets of words, 
than to assume a distinct purpose for each set; such an assumption would 
be much simpler. Hence the whole should be regarded as * one sentence’.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta — ‘ When the 
sentences are equally independent, they should be treated as syntactically distinct ’ 
(Sutra). That is in cases where each set of words is independent of — does 
not stand in need of, — the other, they should be regarded as distinct 
sentences. For instance, in the case of the text ‘ Ise tvd — urje tvd ’, we find 
that the words ‘ Ise tvd ’ serve one purpose (being used in the chopping of the 
tree-branch) and the words ^ urje tvd \ a totally different purpose (being used 
in the planing of the lopped branch), [Hence the two sets of words must be 
treated as two distinct sentences]. 

Objection: — “It has just been said by us that neither set of words 
serves any perceptible purpose.” 

Though no such purpose is cognisable by sense- perception and other 
such means of cognition, yet it is learnt from the Veda, where we find such 
injunctions as * With the words Ise tvd one cuts off the branch ; with the 
words urjl tvd one planes it*. (Vide Shatapatha Brdhmaryi 1. 1. 6. 6; 1. 7. 

1.2; 4. 3. 1.7.) 

Similarly in the case of the mantra ‘ Ayuryajnena kalpatdm, prdno yajhe- 
na kalpatdm \ we find that the kalpana, bringing about, of * Ayu\ Long 
Life (which is the purpose served by the first set of words * ayuryajnena 
kalpatdm ’ ) is distinct from the kalpana, bringing about, of Prdi^, vitality 
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(which is the purpose served by the second sot of words ‘ Pm)[»o yajHena 
kalpatdm^). 

Objection. — “All that is desired to be fulfilled here is the kalpana^ 
bringing about, in general^ and not particular kalpanas, and hence no 
differentiation is proper ; just as it has been pointed out (by the Siddhdniin 
himself) in connection with the w^ords ‘ Agnaye jm^m nirvapdmi \ that only 
nirvdpa in general is meant, and not its specifications as mentioned in the 
words *SavUuh prasave aahvinorhahtthhyam pumo hastabhyam\ and no differen- 
tiation of the Nirvdpa is meant [see Bhdaya on Sutra 46, Text. p. 132]. 
Exactly in the same manner, in the case in question what is meant is the 
single kalpana in general, which should not be differentiated on the basis of 
such specifications as those of *dyu" and *prdna\'' 

Ansiver — In connection with this mantra^ we find the injunction 
* Klrptih vdchayati' (‘Pronounces the Klrpti niantraa*)^ where the Klrpti- 
mantras {which is the name given to the Mantra-to^t in question) are spoken 
of in the plural ; so that when the text is recited, there should be a reciting 
of many mantras^ — one of them being in the form ‘ Ayur yajnenn kalpntdm 
where we have the ^ klrpti" of Ayu, which would be one Mantra. — the next- 
mantra being * Prdno ydjnena kalpatdni^ where we have the *kfrpti' of 
Prana ; and so on, with the other parts of the text which speak of the ‘ klrpti ’ 
of several other things. Thus the making up of so many distinct mantras to 
be recited would be the distinctly perceptible purpose served by each sot of 
words ; and as oac^h set of words would be serving a distin(*t ])urpo8e, 
and various distinct purposes would be served, — each set should be regarded 
as a distinct sentence. 

Objection. — “As in the case of * lilmgo vdni vlhhajatu^ etc.\ the Siddhdn- 
tin has taken all the various sets of words as speaking of the single act of 
vibhaga in general (see Bfuisya under Sutra 46, bottom of p. 132 TeM), in 
the same manner we may take the various .sets of words as speaking of the 
single act of ‘ klrpti ’ in general.” 

Reply: That is not pos.sible. In the case of the Vibhdga, the vibhdga in 
general was something perceptible, while in the present case the Klrpti is not 
perceptible. 

Further, we have the distinct injunction ‘ Recites the Klrpti -mantras 
(plural)’ ; and in the fir.st set of words * Ayur- yajnena kalpaidm' wo have a 
clear enunciation of the ‘ Klrpti ’ of Ayu, and similarly in the second set of 
words, * Prdno yajnena kalpatdm' we have an equally clear enunciation 
of the Klrpti of Prana. — I'rom all this it follows that these are distinct 
sentences. 

[To the principle enunciated in this Adhikarana we have a corollary to the 
effect that, when different parts of a mantra are found by their implication to be 
meant for serving distinct purposes, each such part should be regarded as a 

distinct sentence. For instance, in the TcmuXm —* Syonante andanahkjrinomi 

tasmin aida (Taitti. Br&hmatia, 3. 7. 5. 2; Manava Shrauta Sutra 1. 2. 6. 19) — we 
find that the first part, by its meaning, is intended to be employed in the act of 
preparing the ‘ seat ' for the cake, while the last part, in the same manner, for that 
of actually keeping the cake upon that * seat " ; hence the passage is regarded as 
containing two distinct inanlroA. This has been called * Syntactical split due to 
difference in use * (see Bfihati MSS., p. 796).] 



Adhikaraija ( 16 ): Principle of Elliptical Extension — 

Anusanga, 

SUTRA (48). 

Elliptical Extension should complete the Sentences ; 

AS IT is equally APPLICABLE TO ALL. 

Bhnsya. 

TThe consideration of tlie extent of Mantra-texts continues.] 

We have th(i text — * Yd te acjne aydshayd-tanurvarsisthd ynhvaresthd 
wiratn vacho apdha/lhit tvesam vacho apdhndhit 8i)dhxi ; — yd te ayne rajdshayd — 
yd te ayne hardshayd^ {Taitttrlya Samhitu 1. 2. 112). — In connection with 
this, there arises the question — Is the connection of the portion of the text 
beginning with ‘ Tanurvarsistlm ’ to be extended to each of the two clauses 
at the end (^yd te ayne rajdshayd'^ and *yd te ayne hardshayd)' ? Or are 
these two incomplete sentences to be completed by the adding of ordinary 
secular words ? 

The Purra paksa view on this (piestion is that ‘‘ the sentence ‘ yd te ayne 
rajdsJmyn ’ is not to be completed l)y adding to it the words beginning with 
* tanilrrarsisthd ' ; as these words are not found in the text appearing after 
the said incomplete sentence 

In answer to this we have thi' following Siddhdntn ; — The sentence is to 
bo completed by means of th(' elliptical extension of the words ‘ tanurvarsis- 
thd, etc. ’ ; as these wor<ls are as construable with the clause ‘ yd tc ayne rajd- 
shayd ’ and * yd te ayne hardshiyd ’ as with * yd te ayne aydshayd 

“But with the clause * yd te ayne Imrdshayd' the connection of the 
words * tanurvaraisthd, etc. ’ is interrupted (by the intervention of the clause 
‘ yd te ayne rajdshayd ” 

Not so; because then' is nothing intervening between the words* tanur- 
carsistful, etc."' and the two clauses (‘ ifd te ayne rajdshayd' and ^ yd te ayne 
hardshayd ’) taken as one composite whole , i.e. the composite whole consist- 
ing of the clause ‘ yd te ayne rajdshayd ’ (and the clause ‘ yd te ayne hardshayd ’ ). 
But, inasmuch as no useful jmrpose wmuld be served by connecting the 
supplementary clause tanurcarsisthdj etc.') with the composite whole (con- 
sisting of both the clauses * yd te ayne rajdshayd ' and * yd te ayne hard- 
shayd' the said supplementary clause is construed with each of the 
component clauses ; and as there is nothing to choose as to which one of the 
component clauses tlie supplementary clause is to be construed wdth, the 
elliptical extension (of the supplementary clause) is to apply to all the 
incomplete clauses. 

[The sense of this somew^hat obscure passage has been thus elucidated 
in the Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 602-603. — The author of the Bhasya holds 
that, inasmuch aS the factor in question, ‘ Tanurvarsisthd, etc,' is read 
between the first and second fnantras, it is not expressed to which of these 
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two it is more intimately connected ; hence it must be taken as equally re- 
lated to both of them. Then he raises the question of its connection with the 
third niantra, from which the supplementary clause is one step further 
removed ; and in order to meet the difficulty of the intervention, what the 
Bhasya does is to take the second and third niantras together as forming 
a single composite whole; and this removes the difficulty due to the 
intervention of the second inantra between the supplementary clause and 
tile third mantra. Then, there arises the difficulty that in that case the 
supplementary clause would complete the composite whole fomiod by the 
two mantras, and not each of them separatel}'. This difticulty is met by the 
declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of being 
used at a sacrifice, the supplementary clause must be construed with each 
part of it ; and hence it is concluded that both the (dauses being ocpially in- 
capable of being completed in any other way, the whole of the supplementary 
clause is to be construed with each one of tlie incomplete clauses. | 

8ays the Opponent — “ [In the case cited above the last two clauses were 
incomplete and hence there was need and justification for connecting the 
supplementary words ‘ Tanurmrsisthd, etc.* with them) — How will it be in 
the case of the following text where the sets of words are complete in 
themselves and yet there is a supplementary set of words capable of being 
construed with the former sots : — ♦ ChUpatfstm pundtu — cdkpatistvd pandfa — 
devasifa ted sarifd pundtn — achchhidrena pnvitrena vasoh surifastfa rashmi^ 
hkijy (Taitti. 8aiu. 1. 2. 1. 2). Here each of the three clauses, each of which 
ends with the term ^ pundt a* ^ is complete in itself and does not stand in 
need of any additional words (for the completion of its syntactical con- 
nection). — ‘ But the words beginning , wit h achchhidrena would require some 
words to complete the sentence’. — True, those words do require some 
words; but tliis requirement would be met by connecting these words witli 
only one of the three sets of sentences ending with * pandhi* , and there 
would bo no need for them to he connected with the other two sets. Because 
one set of words reipiires another only when the former, witliout the latter, 
remains meaningless ; and the meaning of the set of words beginning with 
‘ achchhidrcrm* becomes completed by its being connected with one sentence 
out of the three ending with "pimdtu*, and as thus it no longer remains 
meaningless, it would not require to bo (tonneeted witli the other two sen- 
tences. As for these two sentences, each of them is complete in itself, 
and hence does not require to be connected with the set of words beginning 
with ‘ achchhhirena \ — It might be argued that it is true that the require- 
ments of the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidrena * would be mot by 
being connected with only one of the three sentences, but there is nothing 
to indicate the one particular sentence out of the three with which it might 
be connected, in preference to the other two, with which latter it may not be 
connected and under the circumstances, it would be best to connect it 
with all the three sentences. — But this is not possible ; there a peculiar 
circumstance (which connects the words with only one of the three sen- 
tences), in the shape of the fact that the words follow immediately after 
one of the three sentences (i.e. the sentence * Devasya tvd savitd pundiu \ 
with which the words''may be connected (in preference to the other two 
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sentences). So that the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidrena * should 
be construed with the sentence immediately preceding it, — and the ellip- 
tical extension should not extend to all the three sentences.’’ 

The answer to the above is as follows: — It cannot be as urged above. 
In fact, the word that is found to immediately precede the set of words 
beginning with ‘ achchhidrerm * is the word ‘ pundtu * ; — this word ‘ pundtu ’ 
itself is preceded by every one of the three clauses * chitpatistvd \ * vdkpati- 
stvd * and ‘ devasya tvd savitd ’ ; — the term ‘ pundtu * also is one and the same 
only repeated again and again ; — hence we conclude that wherever the word 

* pundtu ’ is found used, there the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidrerm ’ 
should also be used, as it is syntactically connected with the word ‘ purmtu ’ ; 
— now the word ^pundtu' having become connected with * achchhidrerm, 
etc.’ — the clauses * chitpatistvd^ ^ vdkpatistvd^ and ^devasya tvd savitd^ re- 
main * wanting’ (incomplete) without the word * purmtu^ \ and they require 
this word ‘ pundtu ’ for their completion ; — this word has become connected 
with the words ‘ achchhidreria, etc.^ ; — from all this it follows that each of 
these clauses has to be completed (and has its requirements met) by 
the connection of the word * pundtu' along with the elliptical extension (in 
the shape of the words * achchludrerm, etc'). — Thus it follows that the words 

* achchhidrerm, etc.' are * equally applicable to all ' the three sentences, and hence 
all these sentences have to be completed by the extension of those words. 



Adhikabai^a (17) : Cases where Elliptical Extension is not 

permissible. 

S0TRA (49). 

Thebe should be no elliptical extension where there is 

INTERVENTION (OF UNCONNECTED WORDS). 

Bhdsya. 

[This Adhikarana is brought in by way of a countor-iiistanoo to the functioning 
of mere Proximity in the matter of Anumfiga, Klliptical Extension Tantravartika - 
Trans., p. 607.] 

There is the text — * (a) Sant^ varyunxltemi gachchhatam ^ (h) Sam gaja- 
trairangdni, (r) Sam yajnapatiraahim^ (Taitti. Sarh. 1. 3. 8. 1). Here the 
(singular) Ujachchhat/xm ’ — as occurring in (a) * Sante mgurgachchfiatdm^ can- 
not be construed with (c) ^ Sam yajnapatlrdfihwd\ because the connection 
between these two is interrupted by the sentence (6) * Sam yajatrairangdni" 
(which cannot be construed with * gachch^uitmn' of the preceding sentence, 
as the plural noun ‘ angdni ’ would need the plural verb ‘ gachchhantdm *) ; 
that is, the supplementary word ‘ gofihchfiatdm * to be connected with the 
last sentence, which stands in need of that word, is interrupted by the words 
‘ Sam yajatrairangdni^ ; and unless the said word * gachchhutdm * has become 
connected with these intervening words, it could not, by reason of this 
interruption, become connected with the last sentence (ending with ^dahisd *), 
For this want of connection thus there is a special reason, in the shape of the 
said intervention ; and so long as this special reason is there, it is not (possible 
for the supplementary word gachchhatdrn) to betake itself to the third 
sentence. — For these reasons, the intervening sentence which needs a plural 
verb, — as also the sentence whose connection with the verb in the first sen- 
tence is interrupted by the intervening sentence, — have to be completed only 
by the adding of secular words. 


End oj Pdda i (Introductory) of Discourse II, 



DISCOURSE II. 

PADA II. 

Grounds of Differentiation Among Acts. 

Adhikaraija (1 ) : — Difference in the Apurva of Subsidiary 
Acts : Difference among Acts hosed upon the difference 
of words signifying the Acts. 

SUTRA (1). 

Where there is a different word, there is a different 
Act; because of its special equipment. 

lihdsya. 

[In tho Pafla which is Introductory to tho Second Discourse, wo have 

dealt with all matters connected, directly or indirectly, with the siihject-matter of 
tho Discourse- -Differentiation of Acts. And now’, first of all we take up the 
differentiation of acts through difference in the words expressive of the acts.- - 
Tantravartika — Trans., p, 610.] 

Therc^ is the Jyoiistcytna sacrifice, in connection with which we have tho 
texts — (a) * Somena yajeta\ {h) ‘ Dfikaindnt jnhotl\* and (r) * Hfranymndf re- 
ydya daddth' (Shata. Bra. 4. 3. 4-21) — which speak of the three acts of (a) 
‘sacrifice’, (6) ‘offering of libatioms into fire’, and (c) ‘giving’. — Now, in 
regard to these acts, there arises the question — Do these accomplish their 
result collectively or siworally ? — Thi'ire is this doubt because instruments 
in general are found to accomplish their results collectively as well as 
severally; for instance, when we find the mortar standing upon three stone- 
pieces, we have a case of tho act of supporting being done* collectively by the 
throe stone-pieces ; in the case of pegs in tho wall, on the other hand, we 
find each of them severally serving the purpose of supporting the hanging 
noose (on which articles of food, etc., are hung). — Thus it is that there 
arises the doubt as to whether the acts of sarrl/iciny, offer my lifjationa into 
fire and yiviny accomplish the result collectively or severally. 

The Purvapaksa on tliis question is as follows: — “These acts operate 
collectively ; — why ? — because of things with transcendental potency we 
should assume as few as possible. — Why so ? — Because, when a thing is 
neither seen nor heard, it is understood that it does not exist ; but only if 
its non-existence does not involve the inconsistency of a fact that has been 
perceived or heard of. In case, there is such inconsistency, it would be 
right to assume the existence of the thing which had been undoi*stood to be 
non-existent ; as on being thus assumed, it serves the useful purpose (of ren- 
dering consistent and explaining the perceived fact). In case how’ever, this 

♦ No one knows of any such material substance as ‘ dakf^inani ’ ; hence this word 
has to be taken, not as denoting something to be offered into the Fire, but as the 
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special circumstance (of the inconsistency of a perceived fact) is not duly 
recognised, then there can be no assumption of anything at all. — In the case 
in question however, we do recognise a special circumstance, — viz. that the 
several acts bring about a single ApiinHi ; hence it is that what is desired to 
be performed is the whole set of the three ac^ts; and when we come to 
assume a transcendental potency arising from the performance, it is far 
more reasonable to assume a single potency arising out of the entire set than 
one potency from each one of the acts. — It will not be right to argue that 
(the acts being enjoined severally) there is no net of acts as a whole enjoined 
by the Veda. — Because the set as a ivJwle is enjoined by the injunction of the 
several components themselves. — Thus it follows that what is meant to be 
performed is the entire set of the three acts. — 

“Or, in the word * pa j eta (‘ should sacrifice’), there are two factors ; of 
which the first factor denotes the sacrifice and the sec'ond factor doin)tes the 
‘ hMvayid * , ‘ bringing about * ; — similarly in the word ‘ fiaddti \ the first 
factor denotes tlie giving and the sec*ond factor reiterates the same ‘ bringing 
about*: — so also in the word ^juhoti\ the first factor denotes the offering 
into fire and the second factor reiterates tlie same ‘bringing about *. Thus 
then, the three acts of sacrificing, offering of libation into fire and giving are 
enjoined by the V^eda as the means to the single ‘bringing about ’ (of the 
desired result); so that what is recognised is the peculiar ((jualifiod) living- 
ifuf About of the l*ranscendent al Potency by means of the tliree acts of sacri- 
ficingt offering into Fire and giving. It is for this reason that it is asserted 
that the acts accomplish a single TranscendiMital Potency (d/>?7/VYi) cotlec- 
tivelp . — 

“ Or, it may be that the term ‘ gnjetn ’ should sacrifice ’) itself denotes 
the act oi giving, which same giving \h mentioned again in the terms ^ jnhoti' 
(•offers into Fire’) and "fiaddti' (‘gives’) for the purpose of connecting tlie 
act (of giving) with the various accessory details. 

“From all this it follows that there is a single Transcendental Potency 
(Apurva, brought about by the three Acts collectively).” 

In answer to the above Purvapalcsa, wo have the ioWowingSiddhanta i — 
There is a distinct Transcendental Potency with each individual word 
(denoting an action). Ibis i.s what is meant by the Sutra — ‘ Where there is n 
different word, there is a different act, because of its special equipment. As a 
matter of fact, the word ‘ gajeta ’ (‘ should .sacrifice ') lays down the propriety 
of performing the act of " sacrificing \ not the act of ‘ offering into P’ire ’ which 
is spoken of by means of the second word "juhoti ’, or the act of ‘ giving ’ which 
is spoken of by means of the third word ‘ darldti', — simply because all these 
are ‘ different words TJie fact that the three acts form one composite 
whole is indicated only by the circumstance that they are spoken of by 
means of sentences whicli are construed together on the basis of a supposed 
directive sentence (which recapitulates all the subsidiaries as pertaining to a 
single Primary) ; while the fcict that each of the components is a distinct 
entity is indicated directly by the Vedic text itself. That is to say, that the 
act of ‘ sacrifice * mentioned by the word ‘ yajeta ’ is to be taken along with 
the ‘ giving ’ and the ‘ offering into Fire ’ is indicated only by the syntactical 
connection based upon the proximity of the words speaking of these latter to 
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the word speaking of the sacrifice ; while the act of ‘ sacrifice ’ mentioned by 
the word * yajlta ’ expresses by direct denotation, the single act of ‘ sacrifice 
not the acts of * offering into Fire * and ‘ giving ’ ; — and Direct Denotation 
(Shnai) is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection ( Vdkya). Thus the 
composite whole (composed of the three acts) is not what is denoted direct- 
ly by the words of the text ; so that if any such whole had to be assumed, 
it could be assumed only on the basis of the syntactical connection due to 
all the (three) sentences in the context being construed together. — The 
word *daddtV (‘gives’) is entirely distinct from the word ^ yajati' (‘sacri- 
fices’), so that, even though the second part of these words (^yajati\ 
* juhoti" and *daddtV), which connotes the ‘ bringing about’, is common to 
all, yet the first part of each of them is distinct from the rest ; hence one 
composite (formed of the two parts) must be a word different from the 
other composite (formed of the two parts) ; and what is denoted by one com- 
posite must clearly be different from that denoted by the other composite. — 
For example, what the word ^dadyaC (‘should give ’) signifies is that ‘one 
should bring about by the act of <jiving\ where what is understood as the 
means of the ‘bringing about’ is the single act of giving, which does not 
stand in need of the help of the two acts of sacrificing and offering into Fire, 
Similarly, the word *juhotr (‘offers into fire’) signifies the ‘bringing about’ 
as accomplished by the act of offering into Fire, which does not stand in need 
of the help of the other two acts of givimj and sacrifice, — Thus all that 
we learn from the word (‘ dadatV) is that ‘ the Bringing About is accomplished 
by the act of giving only’ ; — also what we learn from the word ^ juhoti' is 
that ‘the Brlnginfj About is accomplished by the act of offering into Fire 
only ’ ; and there is nothing by which the notion that ‘ the bringing about is 
accomplished by the act of giving only’ could be set aside. 

Thus then, we find that the act of givimj, having become ‘ equipped ’ 
with all its special auxiliaries, does not stand in need of being equipped or 
connected with the other acts of sacrifice and offering into Fire,— and the 
conclusion therefore is that the three sentences are distinct, and there is a 
distinct Transcendental potency related to each of the three verbs. 

It is not possible for the ‘ sacrifice ’ or the ‘ offering into Fire ’ to be 
taken as a reference to the act of giving ; as that would lead to the incon- 
gruity that the acts of sacrifice and offering into Fire are not meant to be 
performed. — Nor can the ‘ giving ’ bo regarded as a reference to the other 
two acts ; because the purpose served by the ‘ giving ’ is the bringing about 
of the proprietory right of another person (the recipient of the gift, — in the 
article given away), while the purpose served by the other two acts is mere 
surrendering (of what belongs to the Agent). 

The purpose served by the present discussion is that according to the 
Purvapakaa there would be a single Transcendental Potency resulting from 
all the three acts taken as one composite whole, [so that there would be no 
relation of ‘ primary ’ and ‘ subsidiary ’ among the three acts] ; while accord- 
ing to the Siddhdnta the Transcendental Potency results from the act of 
sacri/ice alone and the other two acts are subsidiary to that act. 



Adhikabaija (2) : Difference among Acts spoken of by the 
same word often repeated : — Different Apurvas from the 
Samit, Tanunapdt, etc. all of xohich are ‘ sacrifices ’ . 

SUTRA (2). 

The repetition of one and the same word also should [indi- 
cate DIFFERENCE AMONO ACTS] J BECAUSE, IF THERE WERE NO 
DIFFERENCE, THE REPETITION WOULD BE USELESS. 

Bhdsya. 

[The foregoing Adhikarana has treated of a case where the difference among 
acts was based upon the difference among the words expressive of those acts. This 
woukl give rise to the notion that the acts would be the name whore they are ex- 
pressed by the same words; i.e. when the same word is repented several times, it 
stands for the same act. It is this notion on which the Purmpaksa of the present 
Adhikarana is based; which is finally rejected in favour of i\\e Siddhanta^ that when 
tlic same word is repeated several times, it stands for so many several acts.) 

Wo have such texts as — * Sam id ho f/ajati — Tamianpdtam ffajnti, etc , — [/- 
do najatl — Varhir yajati — Srdhdkdram 7 / 0 ^ 0 // ' j —(Taitti. Saiii. 2. (>. 1. 1-2),-- 
where the same verb * ffajali^ is repeated five times. The cpiostion is — Does 
this word so reiioated indicate a single Transcendental Potency (resulting 
from the acts collectively) ? Or is there a distinct Transcendental Potency 
from each repetition of the Act ? 

'File PCirvapaksci view on this (juestioii is as follows: — “It has been 
declared (in the foregoing Adhikararin) that the acts are different when the 
words expressing them are dijferenl; in the present case it is tho same word 
repeated again and again ; hence in tho jiresent case there must bo a sinffle 
Transcendental Potency — ‘ If different potencies were not indicated, then 
the repetition wmiild be useless’. — True; the repetition would serve no use- 
ful purpose; but even though repeated several times, a word cannot have 
different meanings ; in fact, what is understood from it at the first time of its 
utterance is exactly the same that is understood from it at tho hundredth 
time. — Hence it follows that oven though tho word ^ yajatV has been 
repeated five times, it stands for a (single Act and a) single Transcendental 
Potency (resulting from that act). — Nor does this make the repetition entirely 
useless ; as it serves tho purpose of enjoining the several deities Tanurmpdi 
and the rest. — Hence it is only a single Transcendental Potency that follows 
in the case in question.** 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The repetition 
of one and the same word also would indicate difference among the acts ; be- 
cause if the mere single act were enjoined, — and * if there were no difference, 
— then the repetition would he useless ’. — “ It has already been explained that 
the same word cannot enjoin different things **. — Our answer to this is that 
even the very first sentence * Samidho yajatP is only reiterative (not 
15 
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injunctive) ; the fact of the matter is that the act of sacrifice has already been 
enjoined by the (Primary) Injunction ‘ One should offer the Darsha-purna- 
mdsa sacrifices ’ ; — now, it is not possible for deities for this sacrifice to be 
enjoined (by the sentences in question, * Samidho yajati, etc,*); because 
the deity for that sacrifice has already been got at from the direct in- 
junction (contained in the text ^ Agneyo* stdkapdlah* ^ where Agni is enjoined 
as the Deity) ; while, if the deity were to be indicated by the sentences in 
question, it could be done either through Syntactical Connection or through 
Context ; and under the circumstances, it would not be right to regard the 
two deities (one, the directly enjoined one, and the other got at through 
Syntactical Connection or Context) as optional alternatives. And yet the 
connection between the act of sacrifice and the deities (Samit and the rest), 
Vhich is clearly enjoined (by the sentences * Samidho yajati*, etc,) could not 
be effected unless the act of sacrifice were performed ; so that if the sacrifice 
were not performed, the injunction (of the deity) would be useless ; on the 
other hand, if the sacrifice is performed, then the said connection (with 
the deities) can bo effected. Tt is necessary therefore to repeat the act of 
sacrifice (for the purpose of connecting it with the several deities mentioned, 
Samit, Tanunapdt and the rest) ; and with each such repetition there is a 
distinct Transcendental Result. Then again, the result that is brought 
about by the connection of the sacrifice with Samit cannot be the same 
that has brought abouc its connection with Tanunapdt; because they are 
quite distinct ; hence also they cannot be regarded as optional alternatives. 

The purpose served by this discussion is that according to the Purva- 
paksa, there is a single performance, while according to the Siddhdnta, the 
performance has to bo repeated over and over again. 



ADHiKARAijrA (3) : The Aghara, etc. are subservient to the 
Agneya, etc. — Exceptions to the last hoo Adhikaraims. 

SUTRA (3). 

The context certainly points to the Paurnamasi, as the 

DETAILS (of any OTHER) ABE NOT MENTIONED. 

Ehasya. 

[The form of this Sutra has led some people to think that we have here a ilis- 
ciission of the primary and subsidiary character of certain acts, — and hence to raise 
the objection that it is irrelevant in the present Adhyaya. J3ut in reality, os the 
TantravUrtika (Trans., p. 634) rightly points out, the present discussion had to be 
introfliicod as dealing with the exceptions to the principles of diiTerentiation 
deduced from the last two discussion.s,- -and not tloaling with the question of the 
primary or subsidiary character of certain acts ; this latter question comes in only 
incidentally.] 

Wo have the text — (A) ‘ Yaddgneyo' atakapCdo' mdrasydydm paurna- 
mdsydhdiidchyiUo hhavati ' (Taitti. Saih. 2. 6. 3. 3) — ' Tdmhrdtdmatjnlsomdvdj- 
yasyalva tau — Updmshu pnurnnmdmfdm yajannifi ^ — ‘ Tabhydmetdniaynxsoml- 
ynmekadashakapdlmn paumamdae prdynrhrhat * (cf. Shata. Bra. 1. 6. 2. 14) — 
* Aindmtidadhynnidrdsydydm aindrnm payd" mdmsydydm^ (Taitti. Saiii. 2. 5. 
4. 1) ; — and then (B) ‘ Ayhdramd<jhdrayat'd (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 11. 0 ) ; — * A jya- 
hhdyau yajati — Svlstakrte samavadyall — Patnlsdmydjdm yajdli — Sam iataya- 
jurjidiotl' (Shata. Bra. 1. 0. 2. 25); — further (C) ‘ Ya evamvldmn paurna- 
mdsim yajate ya cvnmvldvdnamdvdaydm yajate' (Taitti. Sam. J. 6, 9. 1-2). 
— In regard to those, there arises tho question — (1) Are all the acts hore 
spoken of equally ‘ primary’ ? Or those beginning with Aynaya and ending 
with Payas (i.o. all those spoken of in the set of sentences A ) are * primary * 
and those beginning with Aghdra (spoken of in B) direct auxiliaries, and 
hence ‘ subsidiary’ to the aforesaid ? — There also arises tho further question 
(2) — Are the two sentences * Ya evamvidvdn, etc. ’ (C) conjointly only refer- 
ences to the original acts (spoken of in the preceding sentences) ? Or are 
the two sentences * Ya evamvidvdn paurryamdalm yajate ’ and ‘ Ya evam- 
vidvdndtndaydm yajate ’ injunctive of two entirely different acts, and the 
preceding sentences are injunctive of details regarding those two acts ? 

[The issues involved in these questions have been thus clearly stated in the 
Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 634-635) — If the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvdn paurna- 
mdaim yajate. ’ and * Ya evamvidvdnamdvdayam yajatn ’ lay down two distinct inde- 
pendent acts, then all the various sacrifices mentioned in the other sentences —viz : 
Agniya, etc. and Aghara, etc. — would be all distinct acts, all of equal importance ; 
while, if the two sentences contained only a reference to the six acts that have been 
mentioned in the first set of sentences (A), — then these alone would be * primary ’ 
€U!ts as being connected with the prescribed times of Amdvaayd and Paurnamasi ; 
and the two names * Daraha ’ and * Puranamdaa ’ would, in this case, be taken as 
the names of these six acts, which alone would therefore be directly connected with 
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the reoultsnt Apurva ; and in that case the other set of acts, Aghara and the rest, 
mentionerl in the second set of sentences (B), become ‘subsidiary’ to the aforesaid 
acts.] 

On the said question, we have the Purvapahaa that “because of ‘the 
words being different ’ and because of there being ‘ a repetition of the same 
words’, all the acts spoken of in the texts are distinct acts, all equally 
‘ primary ” 

In answer to this Purvnpakaa we have the following Siddhdnta : — The 
context certainly points to the * Patirnamdai^ \ that is, the two sentences (C) 
mentioning the words * aftidvdsyrl* and * paurnnmdsi * are only references to 
the original acts, Agneyn and the rest; — why? — because the details of any 
other are not mentioned \ — the sentence ‘ Ya evamvidvdn paurrmmdsim, etc.’* 
(‘One who knowing this offers the sacrifice named Paurnamdsi, etc.’) speaks 
of all the said sacrifices ; — nor do we know what is the form (details) of the 
particular (distinct) sacrifice named ‘ Pniirnamdsl ’ ; so that if this were a dis- 
tinct sacrifice by itself we would know nothing about it. It is for this reason 
that wo assort that if the two sentences (C) were injunctive of distinct 
sacrifices, then they would ho entirely useless ; — on the other hand, if these 
two sentences wore only references to the actions proscribed in the first set 
of sentences, then the meaning of the two sentences comes to be that the 
sacrifices that have boon mentioned in the preceding sentences in close 
proximity to these two sentences are related to (are to bo performed at) 
the two points of time Amdrdsyd and Paurnamdsl; and thus the form 
(details) of the sacrifices thus referred to being well known, the two sentences 
come to servo the distinctly useful purpose (of pointing out the time of their 
performance), — “ How can a word with the singular ending (* paurnamdslni ’) 
speak of (refer to) sev'eral .sacrifices (the six sacrifices mentioned in the first 
set of sentences) ? ’’ — To such an objection, if raised, our answer would be 
that the word with the singular ending would be taken as a collective 
noun ; i.e. the sacrifices originally mentioned have their details laid down, 
and there is a collective group composed of those sacrifices, which collect ire 
group is what is referred to by the word with the singular ending (‘ paurna- 
mdslm*); so that there is nothing incongruous in the singular ending (in 
the word referring to the group of sacrifices) ; because there are many such 
words with the singular ending as refer to several things taken collectively, 
— such words, for instance, as ‘company’, ‘forest’, ‘tribe’, ‘assembly’. — 
When the two sentences in question are taken as referring to the group com- 
posed of Agneya and the other acts, then these same acts come to be 
spoken of by moans of the word ‘ Darsha-Paumamdsa, ’ and thus it is that 
they become connected with the result (spoken of in the sentence ‘ Darsha- 
paiirnamdsdbhydm svargakdmo yajeta*). 

Such being the case, the Aghdra and other acts spoken of (in the second 
set of sentences B) in close proximity ;to the other acts (Agneya, etc. which 
are connected with the result, Heaven) come to be regarded as direct auxili- 
aries (to those acts). 
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StJTRA (4). 

Also because we find a peculiar feature in all; if they 

WERE ALL EQUALLY ‘PRIMARY*, THAT FEATURE COULD NOT 
APPEAR IN THEM. 

Bhdsya, 

If all the acts were equally ‘primary’, then the Praycljus could not bo 
found in the ectypal sacrifices (of which the Darsha-pavmamasa are the 
Archetype) ; — but they are actually found in them ; ns is clear from the text 
that ‘ Krsnala is to be used at each Prayaja ’ (Taitti. Saih. 2. 3. 2. 3) (when this 
Prayaja is performed in connection with the ectypal sacrifices).— lliis (pre- 
sence of tlie Praydjas in the ectypal sacrifices) could not bo possible if the 
Prayaja, wore not subsidiary to the Ayneya and the rest.— For this reason 
also all the acts cannot be regarded as equally * primary. * 

flf the sacrifices mentioned ill the t\^o sentences ‘ Ya cram rt (Ivan, etc.' were dis- 
tinct from all the others spoken of in the coiinectetl texts, then Agharn and the 
otlier acts would bo equally ‘ primary ’ : and hence, in accorilanco with the 
principle enunciated under sutra S. 1. 20, the Prayaj<i.s^ also, like the Agnr'ya and the 
rest, would form ])art of the instrumental factor; and as such they uonld no longer 
be able to form part ot the Ih’ocedure of the ectypal .sacritices, the instrumental 
factor of \ihose ‘bringing About' is already prescribed elsewhere; undor the 
circumstances, the ectypal sacrifii'cs coidd no longer take the Prayajas into 
themseb cs ; — ])ut as a matter of fact, the Pntyajas are actually taken up by the 
ectypal sacritic'os; as is clearly indicated by the fact that wo have a te\t laying 
down Kt'fitiala as the material to be use<l at the Pragdjti when porjornied in, conttet'Hon, 
with the ectypal ftacrijiccs. Consequently, in order to establish the fact of the 
Prayaja being subsidiary to the Agnflya, etc. we must take the tw(^ sentences 
{* Ya evamvidvan, etc, ’) as only rejernng to tho sacriHcos already spoken of in tlio iire- 
ceding sentences.— Trans., pp. (MT-OfiSJ. 


SUTRA (5). 

[Objection J — ‘‘ But the requisite ac’cessorv jietails (of the 
TWO sacrifices enjoined by the two sentences ‘ ya 

EVAMVIDVAN, ETC.*) ARE ACTUALLY LAID DOWN 
DIRECTLY IN THE VeDIC TEXTS.” 

Bhdsya, 

“It is not true that the texts containing tho mention of Paurruimdsi 
and Amavdsyd are expressive of the two groups of sacrifices; in fact, they 
are clearly injunctive of two distinct sacrifices. Being thus taken, the 
w’ords would not have to be taken in an indirect figurative sense (as stand- 
ing for the tw’o groups of acts mentioned in other sentences). — ‘ But the 
form (details) of the two sacrifices is not mentioned*. — This form we would 
find out from another text — such as ‘ Paurnanidaydtn/iyneyo'stdkapdlo 
bhavatP — from which it is clear that* the sacrifice named Paurn/imdsl 
(which is enjoined by the sentence ‘ Ya emmvidvdn, etcY) has this form that 
A(fni is the deity and Cake is the material offered *. Thus it is that the 
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sentences speaking of the Agneya and the rest are to be taken as laying 
down the accessory details (of the two distinct acts, Paurnanidsl and 
Amfivdaya^ which are enjoined by the two sentences * Ya evamvidvdn, 

StJTRA (6). 

[Answer] — In reality, the texts (‘ yadagnEyah, etc.’) should be 

REGARDED AS INJUNCTIONS; AS (OTHERWISE) SEVERAL ACCES- 
SORY DETAILS WOULD BE PRESCRIBED SIMULTANEOUSLY : 

[WHICH WOULD NOT BE RIGHT] ; FOR, IF SEVERAL ACCES- 
SORIES WERE PRESCRIBED IN CONNECTION WITH A 
SACRIFICE ALREADY ENJOINED, — THEN, INAS- 
MUCH AS THE ACCESSORY DETAILS ARE FOR 
THE SAKE OF SACRIFICES ONLY, IT 
WOULD BE NECESSARY TO HAVE THE 
INJUNCTION (OF A SACRIFICE) 

IN CONNECTION WITH 
EACH ONE OF THE 
ACCESSORIES CON- 
CERNED. 

Bhdaya, 

In reality the sentences speaking of the Agneya and other acts should 
be regarded as injunctions of actions; — why? — as otherwise several accessory 
details would he prescribed simultaneously ; that is to say, what you mean is 
that all tho texts (‘ Yaddgneyah^ etc.') arc syntactically connected and they 
prescribe several accessories (Agni, etc. as deities and the Cake, etc. as 
materials) (in connection with tlie sacrifices enjoined in the sentence ‘ Ya 
evamvidvdn, etc.'). — But it is not ]>ossible for several accessories to be pres- 
cribed by one sentence in connection with a sacrifice that has been enjoined 
by another sentence, specially when there is no connection between the two 
sentences. — “Why?” — ^Well, if, in the case in question, the connection in- 
tended is that ‘the Astdkapdla (the Cake baked upon eight pans) is the 
material used at the Paurnanidsl sacrifice’, — then whence shall we get the 
idea that ‘ there is such a thing in existence as the Astdkapdla (Cake) ’ ; — 
and under the circumstances (if there is no such thing in existence), what 
‘ astdkapdla * would bo connected with the Paurmitndsl sacrifice ? In the 
text speaking of the Astdkapdla (‘ Yaddgneyo'stdkapdlo bhavati') we find the 
verb ‘ bhavati \ which means that ‘ when the Aatakapdla Cake is there, it is 
^agneya'; if then the * astdkapdla' is taken out of its connection with 
* bhavati' [and connected with the Paurnayndsi sacrifice enjoined in another 
sentence), then it could not be open to any such connection as that ‘ the 
Astdkapdla is Agneya '. — If, on the other hand, the intended connection be 
that ‘the Agneya is present at the * Paurnanidsl sacrifice’, — then, in that 
case, there would be no connection between the Agneya and the Astdkapdla 
Cake. — If, (in order to avoid these difficulties) it be held that what is en- 
joined is that ‘ the Astdkapdla Cake used at the Paurmmdsl sacrifice should 
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be Agneya — then, it becomes necessary to point out the sentence that has 
enjoined the use of the Astdkapdla Cake at the Paurruxmdsl sacrifice. — ^If (to 
avoid this difficulty) it be held that that what is enjoined is that ‘ the 
Agneya used at the Paunmmdal sacrifice should be A8tdkapdla\ — then, also, 
there is the same difficulty [i.e. what is the sentence that has enjoined the use 
of the Agneya at the Paunmmdsl sacrifice ?] — If it be held that ** the Paurmi- 
mdsl is connected with both (Agneya and Astdkapdla) '' then there would 
be no connection between the material (Astdkapdla Cake) and the Deity 
(Agni^ mentioned by the term ^agneya*), — If it be explained that “what 
are connected with the Paurnamdsi sacrifice are the material and the Deity 
as related to each other"", — then the meaning would be that * That Astdkapdla 
Cake which is Agneya is to be used at the Paumatndsl sacrifice’, — and in 
that case, inasmuch as there is no such thing known as ‘ the Astdkapdhi 
Cake which is Agneya * [as no Cake can be ‘ agneya ’ unless and until it has 
been offered to Agni, so that until the sacrifice itself has been performed, 
there can be no such thing as Uhe Astdkapdla Cake which is Agneya'], this 
explanation also would bo improper. — If it bo held that “what is enjoined 
in connection with the Paarmimdsl sacrifice is the Cake (hat has been dedicated 
by some one to Agni (and not actually offered) ” — in that case, as the Deity of 
the Paurnamdsi itself would remain uninentionod [the iovm* agneya' denot- 
ing only the deity to whom the cake has only boon dedicated hy some one, 
and not the one to whom it is to be offered at the Paurnatndsl sacrifice], the 
form of the Paurnamdsi would remain incomplete. 

[The Tanfrftrdrtlka — Trans., p. (>63 — does not favour this explanation 
of the phrase * Kenach if saukalpitah' — It says — some people take this 
phrase as meaning * dedicated to Agni by another saerificer ’ ; but this is 
not correct; because the using of what has been dedicated by another 
saerificer would bo tantamount to stealing the material got ready by 
another person. The phrase has therefore to bo taken as * what has 
been prescribed by some other text' — the deity Agni being one that is 
prescribed, for instance, by the text that speaks of * one desiring a bright 
complexion j 

— If some one were to say that ** Agni would be the deify at the 
Paurnafudsi sacrifice”, — then, he should be told that ‘ there can be no mutual 
relationship' (Sfi. 1. 4. 15); i.o. the term * agneya' cannot contain a reference 
(to the deity to whom the cake has been dedicated by some one) and also 
an injunction (of the deity for the Paurnamdsi sacrifice). — “Wo shall then 
assume a deity (for the Paurnaindsl sacrifice)”. — That cannot be; as unless 
there is an actual Injunction of the Deity, there can bo no Deity ; the term 
* deity' is a relative one; and while Agni is the ‘deity’ of the Astdkapdla 
Cake, it is not a deity of the Ajya (Butter). It is necessary therefore that 
the connection between * Agneya' and the Astdkapdla Cake should be 
actually enjoined ; and that in regard to which such a connection would be 
enjoined would be an act of sacrifice (as the cake cannot be agneya, until it 
is actually offered in sacrifice to Agni) ; and the result of this would be that, 
if the sentence laying down the said connection between the Cake and 
Agneya were taken as laying down an accessory for the Paurnamdsi, what 
would be laid down as such an accessory for the Paurnamdsi would be this 
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other sacrifice, and not a material or a deity, — and one sacrifice cannot 
constitute the form of another; — so that in this case, as the form of the 
Paurnamdsl remains unmentioned, the two sentences containing the terms 
* Paurnamdsl ’ and ‘ Afndvdsyd ’ could not be taken as enjoining two distinct 
Acts. 

It has been argued (Text — Bottom of p. 141) (against the Siddhdnta) that 
the terms * Paurrmmdsl ’ and ‘ Amdvdsyd ’ can refer to the sacrifices spoken 
of in the first set of sentences, only through indirect indication, not 
directly — But this does not affect our position; under the circumstances, 
what is assumed even indirectly would be quite right ; for instance, we have 
such expressions as * aynaa tisthati * — ‘ avate tisthati\ where (the direct 
meaning of the words being found to be impossible, as no one can stand 
in the fire or in the well), it is taken to mean indirectly that ‘ one stands 
near the fire \ ‘one stands near the well’; so that indirect indication is 
what is accepted in ordinary usage also (and there is nothing incongruous 
in it). 


SUTRA (7). 

The mention also of these is like that. 

Bhdsya. 

We hav€^ the text ‘ Uyrdni ha vd etdnl havuhsi amdcdsydydm sambh- 
riyante — dyneyam prathawani aindre nlfare', which speaks of the two 
sots of offerings collectively : ( 1) the Ayneya (Cake), and (2) the Aindra (Milk 
and Curd). — Now if (as held by the Pfirrapahfin) the Ayneya and the rest 
were to he regarded as aceessories at this same single sacrifice, the 
Afndrdsyd, — then the two sots of materials spoken of (Ag)ieya — (^ake, and 
Aindra — Milk and (Uird) would be optional alternatives, and in that 
ease there would ho no point in mentioning an order of sequence in the 
getting together of these materials, which is mentioned in the sentence 
^dyneyam jaathamam — aindre uttare' ; as there can be no order of sequence 
between two optional alternath es. — [And further, according to the PurvU’ 
paksa, over and above the three — one, Ayneya and two Aindra, — there 
would be a fourth also, in connection with the distinct sacrifice enjoined by 
the sentence ‘ Ya evanividvdn, etc.'* so that we should have the plural form 
*uttardni* and not the dual form * uttare* found in the text quoted. — 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 6G5.] 


SUTRA (8). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

We find a text also indicative of the same — viz. : ‘ Chaturdasha paurm- 
mdsydm dhutayo huyantc, trayodasha amdvdsydydm* (‘There are fourteen 
libations offered at the Paurnamdsl and thirteen at the Amdvdsyd,'). — flf 
the sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvdn, etc.* enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then the 
number of libations would be more than Fourteen and Thirteen ; — if the 
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sentences ‘ Yadagneyo^ etc.* were injunctive of accessories then the libations 
would be less than Fourteen and Thirteen ; and both of these views would be 
incompatible with the numbers Fourteen and Thirteen mentioned in the text 
just quoted. In fact the said numbers are possible only when there are 
three principal libations at the Paunmmaal and two principal libations at the 
Ama vCisya . — Tantravd rt ika . ] 



ADHiKARAyrA (4) ; The Upamshuyaja is a distinct 
sacrifice : Counter-instance to the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 

SUTRA (9). 

[PCrvapaksa]. — “The Upamshuyaja should be like the 
PauknamasI. ” 

Bhasya. 

[Tho next three Adhikaranns treat of cases where a reference to a com- 
posite whole is not possible, as it is in the case of the Darslui-Pmirnamdsa.'] 

We have the text * Jdrnt rd etad yajnasya kriyate yadanvanchati 
puroddahnii — JJpdmahuydjamnntard yajat)\ f* It is a Jdrni^ flaw in the sac- 
rifice, that the two cakes are in close proximity ; in between the two, there- 
fore, one should perform the Updthshuydja * — cf. T.S. 2. 6 . 6 . 4] ; this is 
followed by another text — * Vismtrupdmsim yaatavyo^ jdmitvdyn, — Prajd- 
jJatirupdmahu yaatnr>yo ’ jdmitvdyn^ — Aymaomdvupdmahii yaatavydvajd • 
mitDdya" (‘Visnu should bo sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of 
Jdmi ; — Prajapati should be sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of 
Jdmi; — Agni-Soma should be sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of 
Jdmi ']. — Now in regard to these two sets of texts, there arises the question 
— Does the sentence * One should perform the Updmahuydja * contain a 
reference to the batch of tho three sacrifices mentioned in the second set 
of sentences as having Visnu, Prajapati and Agni-Soma as accessories ? or 
the injunction of a distinct sacrifice ? 

Tho Purvapakan on this question is as follows ; — 

“The Updmahuydja also is capable of being treated like the Paurnn- 
'tndsi [i.e. as a mere reference to the batch of three sacrifices! ; — why ? — be- 
cause it is spoken of by its name only. It is only a sacrifice equipped with 
all its accessory details that is spoken of by the particular name ‘ Updmahn^ 
ydja ’ ; but in the sentence where it is so spoken of, we do not find any 
mention of any accessories in the shape of material and Deity; — in the 
second set of sentences however wo find a number of sacrifices mentioned of 
which ‘ Updmahu' is mentioned as a qualification [which makes the name 
‘ Updmshuydja ’ applicable to them] ; — from all of which it follows that the 
name ‘ Updmahuydja' applies to the batch of these latter sacrifices. — ‘But 
what is enjoined in the senttmce Upamahuyajamantard yajati is an entirely 
different sacrifice with updmahu as its qualification, and with a definite 
form of its own’. — In fact, words like those we find in this sentence are not 
capable of signifying a sacrifice with upatiiahu as its qualification ; the only 
term that could signify such a sacrifice is the term * Updmahuydga* ; the 
change of *ja ’into * ga ’ would be necessary according to Panini 7. 3-52 ; — 
the term ‘ Upamshuyaja' (with ja) is, in fact, grammatically incorrect. 
Hence there is no distinct sacrifice with a definite form (spoken of in the 
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sentence * Upmmhuydjamantard yajatV), — It may be that this sentence 
speaks of sacrifice in general with a particular name (* Updmshuydja ’) ; but 
even so, we could not have any idea of a distinct sacrifice, inasmuch as its 
material or deity is not mentioned. — ‘ In that case, the name Updmshuyaja 
would not be able to signify the batch of the sacrifices spoken of in the 
second set of sentences’. — The term ‘ Updmshuyaja' maj' be so incapable, 
but the word * yajati' in the sentence would be expressive of those sacri- 
fices ; and under the circumstances, there would be nothing objectionable in 
regarding the word ‘ Updmshuyaja' also as a reference to those sacrifices.” 

SUTRA (10>. 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, the sentence must be an Injunction, 

AS THERE ARE NO O'rHER SACRIFICES MENTIONED IN THE 

CONTEXT. 

Bhasya, 

The sentence * Updmshvydjam yajati* should be taken as speaking of a 
distinct sacrifice ; — why ? — because there are no other sacrifices mentioned 
in the context; and when there are no other sacrifices mentioned iti the 
context, the batch of which would the sentence in question refer to ? — “ We 
have just pointed out that there are the sacrifices with Vismi, Prajapati 
and Agni-Soma as deities which are spoken of in the context.” — (Certain- 
ly there are no such sacrifices; the sentences you speak of — ‘ V i8nurn))dmshu 
yastavyah ' and the rest, — are not injunctions, they are only Arihamdas 
(commendatory declarations). — “How so?” — Because in the same context 
we have another injunction, in the form of the sentenco ‘ U pdmshuydja* 
mnntnrd yajati', which enjoins a sacrilice; in the circumstances, if the 
other sentences were also treated as Injunctions, there would bo a 
syntactical split (there being several injunctions in a set of texts which 
practically form ‘ one sentence’). — Then again, what those sentences express 
is the connection of the sacrifice with Visnu and other deities, not an 
Injunction. — “In the case of the sentenco * Updmslniyajnimmlard ynjati' 
also, what is expressed is the connection of the ‘ interval' nntarala' , as the 
time)”. — True; but in this sentence the sacrifice itself is enjoined as con- 
nected with the qualifications * updmshu' (the ‘interval’ and the rest). — 
And as the whole set of the sentences forms a single ‘sentence*, more than 
one thing could not be enjoined by it. — “ How so ? ” — The whole set of sen- 
tences, beginning with ‘ Jdmi vd etnt yajnasya kriyate ’ and ending with the 
term * ajdmitvdya', form ‘one sentence’; — in the middle of this one (com- 
pound) sentence, we have the sentences speaking of Visnu, Prajdpati and 
Agnl-Soma ; — so that what is connected with these cannot be treated as a 
separate sentence; — hence it follows that these sentences — imurupdmshu 
yastavyah * and the rest, are not injunctions ; — they are only commendatory 
declarations. — “ What is the meaning *of this commendatory declaration ? ” 
— It is in this way — it has been] declared that if the two cake-offerings — to 
Agni and to Agni-Soma — are made without any interval between them, it 
involves the flaw of * Jdmi', — with a view to remedy this flaw, it has been 
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enjoined that ‘ the Upamshuydja should be performed in the interval ’ ; — but 
in what manner would the flaw be remedied by this ? — ^When the Updmahu- 
ydja is performed, we know that in that performance, offerings are made 
to Vimu, to Prajdpaii or Agni^Soma; and as all this offering would 
come in between the two cake -offerings, it implies the cessation of the 
flaw of ‘ Jdmi ’ ; and it is this cessation of the flaw of ‘ JdmV that is meant 
to be declared in the commendatory declaration; and to this end, the 
connection with Visnu and other deities (which has been already enjoined 
by the injunction of the U pdmshii- Ydja) is reiterated in the declaration. — 
There is no use for the mention of the term *antard ’ (‘ in between’ — in the 
sentence ‘ Upumshiiydjamaniard yajati) except that the sacrifice is enjoined 
(as to be performed in between the two cake-offerings). 

‘‘How is it to be known that offerings have to be made to Visnu and 
the other deities, — when, as you say, the sentences ‘ Vimurupaniuhn 
yastavyah, etc' speak of \^isnu and the other deities — who may or may not 
be those to whom offerings have to be made, — simply for the purpose of 
eulogising tho Updmshuydjn ?” 

To this some people make tho reply that the offerings (to Visnu and 
others) are already recognised as enjoined ; — how ? — by injunctive texts in 
other rescensional texts.— 

But even though the offorings be not already recognised as enjoined, — 
yet on tho basis of the common character of * Updmshu' (silence), tho 
mention of Prajtipati as w<‘ll as of Visnu would be a reference to what has 
already been enjoined (in the sentence * U pdmshuydjamantard yajati '); — 
that is to say, Visnu and Prajapati are possessed of the common character 
of ‘ silence ’ (‘ npdmshit ') ; it is for this reason that at a sacrificial perform- 
ance whatever is done in honour of Prajapati is done in silence i so that 
by describing those facts and by tho injunction of indicative Mantras, 
Visnu also (who has tho character of silence), oven though not already 
recognised as enjoined, would bo referred to as if already so recognised. — As 
regards the tliird deity, Agni-Sotna, tho text enjoining that deity is as 
follows : — * Etdvabrfi ydtdm agnusomdvdj yasyai va tdvupdmshu paurnaindsydm 
yajan 

From all this it follows that the sacrifice (spoken of in the sentence 
‘ U path shuyd jama ntard yajati') is an entirely distinct one. 


SUTRA (II). 

From the mention of the qualification (we recognise the 

PARTICULAR SACRIFICE). 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged (by tho Purrapaksln) that it is not known which 
sacrifice it is that is called ‘ Updmshaydja ', — Our answer to this is that tho 
sacrifice so called is that one of which the qualification (silence. Updmshii) 
has been mentioned in the sentence ‘ Updmshii paurnamdsydm yajan ’ 
(which, mentioning the Paurnamdsl ns the day of the sacrifice qualified by 
the qualification of npdmsha, indicates that sacrifice to be one that is 
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performed on the Paurnamdal). — Hence the objection has no force against 
the Siddhdnta. 

SUTRA (12). 

Also because [the Upamshuyaja sacrifice has been] spoken of 

“AS IF H\WERE ’ [the PRINCIPAL LIMB OF THE SACRIFICE]. 

Bkdaya* 

W’heii a sacrifice is spoken of ‘ as if it were ’ a principal act, it strengthens 
tlie notion that it is a principal act ; just as when a person’s name is written 
* as if ho were’ the most important person, it gives rise to the notion that 
he is actually the most important person. [The Vpdmshuydja has been 
spoken of as * Hrdaijann(pdihshuydjah\ where it is spoken of as the Heart, 
i.e. as if it were the most important part of the sacTitioe, which also 
indicates that it is a distin<*t sacritice] and lienee it cannot be a collective 
name [of the batch of three sacrifices mentioned in the second set of 
st‘ntences]. 



Adhtkarai^a (5) : [‘ Aghara ’ and ‘ Agnihotra ’ are distinct 

independent acts: Second exception to AdhiJcarana (3)]. 

StJTRA (13). 

[PfJBVAPAK.'JA]— “ The ‘ AohXkA ’ and ‘ AgNIHOTKA ’ (ABE NOT 
INDEPENDENT ACTS), AS THEY HAVE NO FORM (ACCESSORY 
details) OF THEIR OWN.” 

Bhdsya. 

(A) There is the text ‘ Agkdramdghdrayati' (T.S. 2. 5. 11. 6), — and then 
the texts * V rdhva'tndghdrayati, Santatam dghdrayatl \ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 
11. 7), Jfjumdghdrayati ' (Ibid.), and so on. — (B) Similarly, there is the text 

* Agnihotram juhoti — and then the texts ‘ Dadhnd juhoti \ * Payaaci juhoti ’ 
and HO on. — Now there arises the question : (A) Are the Aghdraa enjoined 
by the sontonces * fJ rdhvam dghdrayatl \ ete., and these same are collectively 
referred to in the sentence ‘ Aglmramdqhdrayati * ? Or is this latter sentence 
injunctive of a distinct and independent Aghdra ? — (B) Similarly, are the 
Hornaa enjoined by the sentences * Dadhnd jvhoti\ etc., and these same are 
collectively referred to in the sentence * Agnihotram juhoti ’ ? Or is this latter 
sentence injunctive of a dist inct and independent Hojna ? 

On this ({uestion we hav(» the following Purmpakaa — “ The two sen- 
tences (‘ AgJuirawdghdrayati'' and ‘ Agnihotram jahoti ') are not injnncti\'e of 
independent acts ; — why ? — bi'cause ‘ they have no form of their own ’ ; i e. th(» 
acts spoken of in these two sentences have no forms other tlian those of the 

* Aghdra ’ and ‘ Homa ’ spoken of in the other two sets of sentences, — on the 
basis of which different forms the acts could be regarded as different from 
those. Hence it follows that they contain mere references to the ads 
already enjoined by the other sentences in the context.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[PCrvapak^a (continued)] — “Also because of the application of 

THE NAMES.” 

Bhdsya, 

‘•The names also are applied, in such expressions as * Agnihotram ndma 
homam juhoti\ * Agharaaanjnakam karma karoti\ where the tw’o acts of 
Henna and Aghdra are predicated as qualified by the names ‘ Agnihotra ' and 

* Aghdra* ; — and it is not knowm which particular act is called * Aghdra*, 
and which is called * Agnihotra — * But it is well knowm that Aghara is the 
act of Pouring, and Homa is the act of offering into fire — ^If wdiat are 
enjoined in the sentences is the act of Pouring in general and the act of 
offering into fire in general, then these two acts being already known, their 
mention in the sentences in question could only be by w’ay of reference, — If 
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on the other hand, the two names Aghara * and ♦ Agnihotra ’) are not meant 
to be applied in their literal (etymological) sense, — even then the two acts 
of Aghdra and Homu could not be regarded as mentioned only in their 
general forms^ because a name is always applicable to a particular individual 
(not a general) entity; and yet we perceive no particular features. For 
these reasons, the two sentences in question AghdnndgMrayati' and 
^Agnihotram juhoti^) could not be regarded as injunctions of a distinct Aghdra 
and a distinct Homa. — Further, how could an action (Homa) bo spoken of 
by means of a word expressive of the means of accomplishment (* Agni- 
hotram’)? — In fact that means of accomplishment which is ‘the most 
desired ’ is spoken of by means of a Avord with the Ac;cusative ending, and the 
action is spoken of by means of a word with a conjugalional ending. In 
case the tw^o sentences are taken as mere references (collectively to the acts 
enjoined in the other sentences), the actions taken collectively as oiu' 
composite whole would be something different from each of the component 
actions; and this composite whole could bo treated as ‘the most desired’ 
mexins of accomplishment (and hence capable of being spoken of by a word 
with the Accusative ending). 

8UTRA (lo). 

[FiTbvapak^a {concluded)] — “ Also because it is not related to 

THE context.’’ 

Bhdsija. 

“ There is no material or Deity in tlu* context w hich could be connoct(‘d 
with the Aghura (as a distinct sacrifice), and which could impart a form to 
that sacrifice. — For this reason also the terms and * agnihotra^ must 

be treated as standing for the sacrifices taken collectively.” 

8UTHA (16). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, they are Injunctions ; because the 

WORDS SIGNIFY ACTUAL PERFORMANCE ; AND THE REPEITTION 
OF THE AVORDS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF INDICATING THE ACCESSORY 

DETAILS. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the two terms * Aghdra' and * Agnihotra' should be 
treated words standing for the sacrifices already enjoined taken collec- 
tively; they should be treated as Injunctions. — Why? — Because the words 
signify actual performance; i.e. the words *dghdrayati' (in the sentence 
‘ dghdramdghdrayati') and *juhoti ’ (in the sentence ‘ agnihotram jithoti') mean 
that the acts of Aghdra (Pouring) and Homa (Offering into Fire) are to be 
performed ; — hence we conclude that two distinct acts are enjoined (by the 
sentences in question). — The terms * aghdra' and * agnihotra' are well-known 
to be expressive, respectively, of the two actions in general, of Pouring and 
Offering into Fire ; and they are not words whose meanings are not known ; 
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the two sacrifices (of Aghdra and Agnihotra) will thus have their forms duly 
determined, and enjoined in those forms. 

It has been argued above that — “the sacrifices are really enjoined in 
the sentences, * 'Ordhvamdghdrayati ‘ Dadhnd juhoti ’ and the rest, which* 
sacrifices are only referred to in the two sentences ‘ Aghdramdghdrayati ’ and 
‘ Agnihotram juhoti ’ — But in reality, it is not so ; the sentences ‘ tJfrdhva- 

mdghdrayati ’ and ‘ Dadhim juhoti ’ and the rest are not capable of enjoining 
the acts of Aghdra and Agnihotra ; because the sentences do not convey the 
notions that ‘ the aghdra should be performed ’ and that ‘ the Agnihotra 
should be performed ’ ; what the sentence * tJ rdhvamdghdrayati ’ signifies is 
that ‘ the connection between urdhvatd (uprightness), and aghdra should be 
brought about’, — and what the sentence * Dadhnd juhoti" signifies is that 
* the connection between the Dadhi and the Homa should be brought 
about ’ ; — thus then, the sacrifices of Aghdra and Agnihotra not being such 
as are already enjoined by the other sentences, the two sentences in 
question cannot be regarded as mere references to something already 
enjoined. — “When, as you say, the sentence ^ IJ rdhvamdghdrayati" enjoins 
the (Mjunection of the Aghdra with Urdhvatd, — and the sentence * Dadhnd 
juhoti" enjoins the connection between the Hoyna and the Dadhi — the 
Aghdra and tJie Homa would naturally come in.” — Not so ; because the 
connection (of the Aghdra with the Urdhvatd, or of the Homa with the 
Dadhi) could be possible only when the injunction of the acts {Aghdra and 
Homa) is already there; hence the acts of Aghdra and Homa cannot be 
regarded as coming in by mere implication. It follows from this that these 
are distinct acts by tlK'in selves. 

Saj^s the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, what the terms ‘ aghdra, yati " 
and "juhoti " directly signify is the oj)eration cm (performance of) the Aghdra 
and th(} Homa, — not the connection of the Urdhmtd and the Dadhi"" 

True ; the said connection is not directly signified ; but the signification 
of the ojyeration would bo assumed ‘ in proximity " (to the Injunction), "for 
the 2mrpoaG of indicating the accessory details (qualifications)" 

“But the Shruti (a Direct Assertion) could not signifj^ the operation of 
a thing other than what is mentioned by itself.” 

This is quite true ; but it could very well signify the operation of some- 
thing spoken of by itself; and this something would be qualified by the 
qualifying word ; and there would thus be a recognition of the qualified 
thing. 

“ That maj^ be ; the qualifying word might qualify the thing spoken of 
by the sentence ; but the operation in question is not recognised as sub- 
sisting in Ithe qualification. — [That is, so long as the qualification is not 
directly laid down, the Agent could not engage himself in it ; so that, even 
if he would perfonn the particular sacrifice without taking notice of the 
qualification, he would feel that he had done his duty. — Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 690.]” 

What would happen, even if it were so ? Even though the qualification 
would bo inoperative, the meaning of the word would be definitely known. 

“In this case, what would be the purpose served by the proximity 
of the qualifying word ? ” 
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It may not serve any purpose at all. 

“ How can (a word of) the Veda be useless ? *’ 

In cases where it serves a purpose, it cannot be useless; but when it 
does not serve a useful purpose, what else could be said (except that it is 
useless) ? — [It is the opponent’s reasoning that makes the word useless, by 
making the qualifying word inoperative ; according to our reasoning it does 
serve a distinctly useful purpose; so that it cannot be useless. — Tantra* 
x^drt 'ika — Trans., p. 691.] 

“In that case, the necessary qualification could be obtained through 
Syntactical Connection ; it is only when there is Direct Assertion (by the 
words) that no assumption can be made on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
tion. — [That is, even though the injunction of the qualified operation is a 
direct one, yet, in the way you put it, it would come to rest upon 
Syntactical Connection. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 691.]” 

That is true ; but the said assumption could be made when the 
meaning of the Direct Assertion would not be intended to bo conveyed. 

“ Why should there be no intention to convey the idea in the present 
case ? ’ ’ 

Because the word speaking of the qualification is not a wrong reading, 
— and because the act spoken of by the text itself is one that has been 
already enjoined by another text. 

Thus it becomes established that the repetition (of the mention of 
Homa) in such texts as * Dadhnd juhotr serves the purpose of indicating the 
qualifying (accessory) details; that is, the use of the term *jiihoti^ is a 
reference (to the Homa enjoined elsewhere) for the purpose of connecting 
that Homa with qualifying accessory details (like Dadhi), 

“If the term ^ juhotV (contained in the sentence * Dndhnd jnhoii') is 
a reference, then by what is the accessory detail enjoined ? ” 

Please do not say that we hold it to be enjoined by the term ‘ dadhi — 
I What is meant is that in the term *juhoti* as appearing in the sentence 
‘ Dadhid juhotl ’, the conjugational affix serves the purpose of enjoining the 
material, Dadhi, mentioned by the word ‘ dadhnd ’ , and it is only the verbal 
root that contains the reference to the Homa enjoined elsewhere ; — so that 
there is no difiiculty about the injunction of the accessory detail, Dadhi, — 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 691-692]. 

“ But we have just explained that the operation of the accessory 
(qualifying) detail is understood to bo got at through Syntactical Connec- 
tion.” 

True, that is so ; but unless thp thing has been actually enjoined, how can 
it be understood (through anything) ? In fact, if an unenjoined thing were 
to be cognised, there could be no means of right cognition by which that 
cognition could be brought about ; and in the absence of such a means 
of right cognition, the cognition could only be regarded as an illusion. 

Under the circumstances, the term ^juhoti^ (in the sentence * Dadhnd 
juhoti ’), as also the term ‘ dghdrayatV (in the sentence ‘ Vrdhvamdghdrayati ’) 
must be injunctive (of the accessory detail). 

“ What is it then that signifies the reference (to the sacrifice enjoined 
elsewhere) ? ” 

16 
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This reference is signified by the verbal root (in *juhotV and *dghdra- 
yati ’). 

If these terms {^juhoti^ and * dghdrayatV) bxq injunctive, then, — inas- 
much as what they express (i.e. the acts of Homa and AgMrd) has been 
already enjoined (by the sentences * Agnihotram juhoti ’ and ‘ Aghdram- 
dghdrayatV — according to the Siddhdnta), — why should they be repeated ? ” 
The words are repeated for the purpose of enjoining what is expressed 
by the whole sentence ; so that there is nothing incongruous. 

From all this it follows that the two sentences (‘ Agnihotram juhoti ’ and 
^ Aghdramdghdrayati ’ ) are injunctions of distinct and independent acts. 

It has been argued (by the opponent) that there are no materials or 
Deity mentioned in connection with any such distinct act as ^ Aghdra\ — 
But what is the need for any such material and Deity being mentioned, 
when the form of the act (sacrifice) is already fully recognised on the basis of 
the name signifying what is well-known ? — Further, — [it is not true that no 
material and Deity are mentioned in connection with the Aghdra sacrifice] — 
we actually find the Butter {Ajya) mentioned as the material for this 
sacrifice, in the text ‘ Chaturgrhltam vd etadahhut taaydghdramdghdryd \ and 
its Deity Indra is indicated by the mantra laid down in the following text — 
Indra urdhvodhvaro divi sprshatu mahnto yajho yajhapate indravdn svdhd — 
itydghdramdghdrayati" (Cf. Taitti. Sam. 1. 1. 12. 1); the sacrifice can }>e 
* indravdn^ (as mentioned in this mantra) only if it has Indra for its deity; 
so that if this mentions the deity for the Aghdra sacrifice, then this sacrifice 
becomes duly complete in all its details. 

F^or these reasons it becomes established that the two sentences in 
question are injunctive of two distinct and independent acts, and do not 
speak of the two groups of sacrifices (enjoined in the other sentences). 


[The subject-matter of this Adhikarana (5) cannot be regardecl as already 
included in the foregoing Adhikarana, (4) ; because acts of Aghara and Homa as 
spoken of in the sentences, * U rdhvamdghdrayati * and Dadhrw-juhoti ' , are precivse- 
ly in the same form in which they are presented by the two sentences * Agharama- 
ghdrayati" and ‘ Agnihotram jtihoti ’ ; while in the preceding Adhikarana, the w'ord 
speaking of the sacrifice in one sentence was * uparhshuyaja * and in the other 
* yastavyah ’ ; further, in the previous Adhikarana, the injunction of the deity 
Visnu in the sentence ‘ Vimurupdrhshu yaatavyah ’ completely over-shadows the 
notice of the * Bringing about ’ of the Sacrifice ; while there is no over -shadowing in 
the present Adhikarana ; — in the present Adhikarana the several sentences arc not 
capable of being construed as *one sentence’, as in the preceding Adhikarana i — 
lastly, the sentences in the present Adhikarana are not regarded by either party to 
be purely commendatory declarations, as those of the preceding Adhikarana 
have been regarded by the Siddhdntin,'] 



[Adhikarat^a (6 ): — The * Pashii ’ and the * Soma ^ are 
distinct and independent Acts.'] 

(SOTRA 17). 

As THERE IS MENTION OF THE MATERIAL, (THE SENTENCES 
MUST be) injunctions OF THE ‘ PaSHU ’ AND ‘ SOMA ’ 
SACRIFICES ; — BECAUSE THE MENTION OF THE MERE 
MATERIAL IN THE CONTEXT WOULD BE USELESS, 

SPECIALLY AS THE WORDS COULD NOT SERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF LAYING DOWN NECESSARY 
DETAILS. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatonm wo find the text — (A) ‘ Yo dihsito 
yadagnlaomlyam pashxundlahhate ’ — (‘ The initiated sacrificer kills the animal 
dedicated to ^Agni-Soma\) (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6)— and then it goes on, 
Hrdayasydgre' vadyatif atha jihvdyd, atha vakaasah^ (‘He cuts out the heart 
first, then the neck, then the chest’) (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 10. 4) similarly 
there is the text (B)— Somena yajeta ’ (‘ Sacrifices with Soma ’) ; then it goes 
on, ^ A indramyavam grhndti, tnaitrdvarimam grhndtif dshvinaxn grhndil' and 
so on (‘ He takes up the cup dedicated to Indra-vdyu, then the one dedi- 
cated to Mitra-Varuna, then the one dedicated to the Ashvins’). 

In regard to these two sets of texts, there arises the question — (A) Is 
the word ‘ dlahhate ’ (‘ kills ’) only a reference to the group of acts expressed 
by the word * avadyati' ? Or is it injunctive of a distinct and independent 
act ? (B) Similarly, is the word ^ yajela^ only a reference to the group of 
acts expressed by the word ‘ grhndti ’ ? Or is it injunctive of a distinct and 
independent act ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa — 

“ Both these words are references to the two group of acts ; — why ? — 
Because the two acts that may be thought of as being enjoined by these two 
words are already made known (enjoined) by the two words * avadyati' and 
‘ grhndti ’ ; — and what has been already made known cannot be enjoined 
again. — The term * paahu^ (‘animal’) [in the text (A)] is a reference to the 
‘ heart’ and other limbs (mentioned in the sentences * Hrdayaaygrevadyati *, 
etc.); — and the term *Soma* [in the text (B)] is a reference to the 
Soma-juice (in the ‘ cups ’, mentioned in the sentence * Aindravdyaxxim grhnd- 
ti ^ etc.’ ) — Consequently, the root ‘ yaj * to sacrifice in the sentence ‘ SomMna 
yajeta^ (B) is a reference, made for the purpose of connecting the ‘sacrifice’ 
with the result (Heaven) by such sentences as * Yajeta avargakdmah^ (‘one 
desiring heaven should sacrifice’); and similarly the root *dlahha\ ‘to 
kill’, is a reference, made for the purpose of connecting the ‘killing’ with 
the deity Agni^Soma. 
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Further, that the several ‘ holdings’ (of the cups, spoken of in the sen- 
tences ^ Aindravayavam grhnuii\ etc.) form one group of acts is clearly^ 
shown by the text ^ Daahaitdnadhvaryuh prdtahsavane grahdn grhrmti' (‘At 
the morning extraction, the Adhvaryu holds these ten cups ’ ) ; the order of 
sequence also among these ‘holdings’ is shown by the texts — ^ Ashvino 
dashamo grhyate and ‘ Trtiyo huyate \ 

“Then again, if the two distinct and independent acts were enjoined 
(by the two verbs *dlahhat6" and \ifajeta"), then, in that case, the terms 
* aindravdyavam \ ^ maitrdvarunam^ and * dshvinam' could only bo taken as 
injunctive of deities ; and the several deities, being thus enjoined in relation 
to a single sacrifice, would hav^e to be regarded as so many optional alter- 
natives; just as in the case of the text * Kkdd ire hadhndti, pdldshe badJindti, 
rohitake badhndti ’,[the three woods, Khadira, Paldsha, and Rohita^ having been 
enjoined in relation to the single act of Tying, have been regarded as three 
optional alternatives). — If those deities were so many optional alternatives, 
then the mention of the order of sequence among them, (as shown in the 
texts ‘ Ashvino dashamo grhyate, etc.’), as also the mention of them as forming 
one group (as in the text ‘ Dasha itdnadhvaryuh prdtahsavane grahdn grimdti'), 
would have no sense. On the other hand, if the root * yaji' (to sacrifice, in 
the text * Somena yajeta' , were treated as speaking of the group) of acts (of 
hoJxling the cup dedicated to Indra^Vdyu, and that dedicated to Mitra- 
Varuna, and that dedicated to the Ashvms ), — then all this would be quite 
applicable. — From all this it follows that the terms ‘ dlabhate ’ and ‘ yajate * 
must be taken as speaking of the two groups of acts. ” 

On this Purvapaksa, we have the following Slddhdnta — The two texts 
are injunctions of the two distinct sacrifices, ‘ Pashu ’ and ‘ Soma ’ ; — why ? — 
The term * smmi* is known to be expressive of the milky -creeper, not of the 
juice (as held by the Purrapaksin) ; and the word * iSoma^ denotes 
the Glass, not the Individual, — Similarly the term * pashiP is used by 
people as expressing a particular object with horns, tail, hair, four feet, — 
and this also denotes the Class, — Now, there are no sacrifices enjoined 
in the context at which any such class of Material (not any individual) 
is to bo used ; — and it is only if there were such sacrifices that they could 
bo referred to as groups by the words ‘ Pashu ’ and ‘ Soma ’. 

“ The Heart and other limbs are parts of the Pashu (Animal) ; and it is 
these limbs that would be referred to by the term ‘pashu*, for the purpose 
of connecting them with the deity Agni-Sorna, ** 

That cannot be; all that the sentence means is that the ‘Pashu 
becomes dedicated to Agni-Soma*^ not that ‘the Heart \and other limbs are 
Pashu*, If the term ‘pashu* be taken in its ordinary sense of the animal, 
then the word retains its primary significance ; if, on the other hand, it is 
taken in the sense of the Heart and other Ihnbs, then the word becomes 
secondly (indirect) in its significance of the parts of the animal’s body. — 
Similarly, the term ‘ soma ’ could be a reference only if it were taken in the 
secondary (indirect) sense of the juice of Smna, — From all this, it follows that 
the texts in question are injunctions of distinct acts, and not mere refers 
ences. 

It might be argued that — “ the text ‘ Somena yajeta * may be taken as 
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enjoining the Soma-creeper in relation to the sacrifices to hvdra-Vdyu and 
other deities (which sacrifices are enjoined in the other sentences * Aifuira^ 
vdyavam gr1indti \ etc.)”* 

Our answer to this is that this cannot be ; because the creeper could be 
recognised as related to the deities Indra-Vdyu only through Syntactical 
Connection; while it is by Direct Assertion that the juice is recognised as 
related to Indra-Vdyu, Under the circumstances, if the term * Soma' (in 
the text ‘ Somena yajeta * ) were expressive of a material, then, — even though 
the other sacrifices, Aindravdyava and the rest, would be there as mentioned 
in the Context, — it (the word * soma ’) would be incapable of either enjoin- 
ing, or referring to, a material for those sacrifices [as the material for these is 
already directly asserted to be the Sonia-juice^ ; so that the word would be 
entirely useless. 

From all this it follows that the texts in question enjoin distinct acts, 
and they do not refer to the sacrifices mentioned in the Context. 

SUTRA (18). 

Signifying preparatory acts, the sentences cannot be 

INJUNCTIVE. 

Bhasya, 

The Siddhanta view as propounded just now has been that, even though 
there are other sacrifices enjoined in the contexts (by the sentences 
‘ Hrdayasydgrevadyati, etc, ’, and by the sentences ‘ Aindravdyavam grhndti, 
etc.*), yet these are not the sacrifices that are referred to collectively by the 
words ‘ Pashu ’ and ‘ So7na\ — The position taken up in the present Sutra is 
that there are no other sacrifices enjoined in the contexts. — ^Why ? — Because 
‘ signifying preparatory acts, the sentences cctnnot he injunctive * ; that is, the 
sentences ‘ u4.indravdyavam, etc,' and the rest do not enjoin sacrifices at all ; 
the act of ‘ grahana * taking up ’ (spoken of by the word ‘ grhiUlti in the 
sentence "Aindravdyavam grhndti'), stands for mere preparation, wliich 
serves a visible purpose (of getting the ‘cup’ ready); after this ‘prepara- 
tion’, the mention of the deity (Indra-Vdyu) would bo for a transcendental 
purpose ; so that what the sentence ‘ Airulravdyavain grhnuti' moans is that 
‘ the cup is prepared and dedicated to Indra-Vdyu ' ; — and as this ‘ dedica- 
tion ’ would not be possible without the act of sacrifice, this act of sacrifice 
would be assumed (on the basis of the ‘apparent inconsistency’ of the 
‘ dedication ’) ; [such is the roundabout manner in which the sentence 
"Aindravdyavam grhndti ' could be taken as indicating the act of sacrificel ; 
— this act of sacrifice, however, at which the said ‘ dedication ’ could be made, 
is already directly enjoined in the other sentence (‘ Somena yajeta'); — hence 
there could be no justification for taking the sentences "Aindravdyavam 
grhndti ' and the rest as injunctive of a sacrifice. Thus then, there being 
no other sacrifices enjoined in the context, the root " yaji' (in the word 
‘ yajeta ' in the sentence ‘ Swnena yajeta ') cannot be taken as referring to 
any group of sacrifices. 

Similarly with the root "dlahh' (in the verb "dlabheta' in the sentence 
^ Agnlsomiyam pashumdlabheta ’). 
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SHABARA-BHA§YA : 


SUTRA (19). 

Because of the diversity of deities, there should be repetition 

OF THE act (of SACRIFICE) ; AS THE MENTION OF THE DIVERSE 
MATERIALS WOULD BE OTHERWISE MEANINGLESS, THERE 
SHOULD BE MULTIPLICITY (OF THE ACT OF 
* GRAHANA ‘ HOLDING ’), SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE ACT (OF GRAHANA) 

IS SUBSERVIENT TO THE 
MATERIAL. 

Bhasya. 

The discussion that we had so far in regard to the ‘ Pashu ’ sacrifico 
shall be resumed under Discourse X. It is in connection with the ‘ Sotna^ 
sacrifice alone that we continue the discussion now. 

It has been argued by the Purvapakain that in regard to the acts of 
grahana (Holding), there are texts mentioning an ‘ order of sequence * 
among them (e.g. * Aahvhio dnshamo grhyate'), as also those speaking of 
them as a * group ’ (e.g. ‘ Daahaltcinadhmryuh prdtahsavane grahdn grhndti ^) ; 
how are these two facts to be accounted for ? 

As regards this argument, the fact of the matter is that when Indra- 
Vdyu and the other deities are spoken of (in the sentences * Aindravdyaxnnn 
gfhndti ’ etc.), it is not meant that * a sacrifice is to be offered to Indra-V dyu ’ 
or * a sacrifice is to be offered to ^litra-Varuna ’. If su(*h were the direct 
meaning of the sentences, then alone could those deities be assumed to be 
the deities of aacri flees ; and in that case the sense of the injunction 
contained in the sentence would be that the sacrifice is to be accomplished 
with the Deity alone (without any material, etc.) [which is absurd]. On the 
other hand, if the deities are taken as enjoined in connection with the 
preparatory act of ‘ grahana ’ (Holding), with a view to some transcendental 
result, then the ‘dedication’ to Indra-Vdytc would be something distinct 
from the ‘ dedication* to Mitra -Vanina ; and this * dedication * in each case 
would bring about a transcendental result distinct from the transcendental 
result brought about by the said Holding itself. So on with the other 
Holdings also. And thus it is that the several Holdings are spoken of 
collectively as a groxtp (on the ground that the several transcendental 
results brought about by them go together to help the final transcendental 
result of the Senna sacrifice), 

[Next as regards the ‘ order of sequence ’] the quantity of Soma-creeper 
to be used at this sacrifice is ‘ ten handfuls*, all of which is kept in several 
definite-sized vessels opening upwards and six inches (one Prddesha) in 
height, and pounded and mixed with water in several definite-sized jars ; all 
this Soma prepared in this fashion could not be ‘ held’ in the hand (in Cups, 
except by a small quantity being taken up and kept in each Cup). [Hence 
these ‘ holdings * must be many and distinct.] Even if it w’ere possible to- 
‘hold’ all this (by a single act of Holding), the right course would be to 
‘ hold * it by parts, as otherwise, the performance would run counter to the 
directive text of the performance w’hereby the several enjoined deities have 
to be treated as optional alternatives; for, if the whole of the Soma were 
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* held’ once only, then what is dedicated to Imira-Vdyu would be the same 
that is dedicated to Mitra-Varwna; and this would be absurd. — Hence, in 
view of the ‘ dedication ’ (to each deity) being distinct, the Soma meant for 
each separate deity must be kept separately; and this could not be done by 
a single act of Holding. Further, unless there is a sacrifice to be offered to a 
Deity, there can be no * dedication ’ of a material to deities ; hence it follows 
that sacrifices should be offered to all those deities to whom the material 
has been ‘ dedicated ’ ; — and when these sacrifices are offered to these 
deities, thereby becomes accomplished the sacrifice that has been directly 
enjoined in the text * Jyotistomena yajeta\ which thus needs no other 
deities. This Soma-sacrijice (Jyotiatorna) has been enjoined as to be per- 
formed with the entire * handful ’ (of Soma-creepers) ; — and this is possible 
only if the act of ‘ Holding ’ is repeated ; — it is only then that it becomes 
complete in all its details. It is for this reason that the sacrifice has to bo 
repeated ; as unless it is repeated, it cannot become fully equipped with all 
tlie deities (mentioned) and the whole (handful) of the Soma. — And when the 
action is repeated, it is only natural that there should be an order of 
sequence among tlie several acts and they should be spoken of collectively as 
forming a group (called the ‘ Soma ’ or ‘ Jyotistoma ’) ; so that the mention 
of these in the texts is only natural. 

SOTRA (20). 

The preparatory act cannot be diverse ; becaxtsk the material, 

WHICH subserves THE PURPOSES OF SOMETHINO ELSE, OCCUPIES 
ONLY A SECONDARY POSITION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapakspn that — “ in the case of the texts 

* Khddlre hadhndti\ * Pdldshe badhndti\ and * Rohitake badhndti\ the three 
woods, Khadiruy Paldsha and Rohita, are treated as optional alternatives in the 
preparatory act of the ‘ Tying ’ and similarly in the case in question the 
several deities (Indra-Vdyu, Mitra-Varuruiy Ashvins) could bo treated as 
optional alternatives.” — But this cannot be right, because in the case cited, 
the Khudira and other woods are found to be directly enjoined for the 
purpose of accomplishing the ‘ preparation ’ ; hence in the case in question 
also, if the several deities of the ‘ Holding * — Indra- Vdyu and the rest, — had 
been directly enjoined for the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifice, — then 
alone could option be admitted. As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
found to be directly enjoined for the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifice ; 
hence they have to be taken together (as forming one group). 

[There is some difference in the interpretation of the Sutras in this Adhi- 
karana, as to which embodies the Purvapakm and which the Siddhdnta; — for 
which see Tantravdrtika — ^Trans., p. 709.] 

[The purpose served by the Adhikarana is that, at the Ectypal Sacrifices of 
which the JyotiHoma is the Archetype, the details have to be performed in relation 
to a single cup, — and that too only once, — according to the Piirvapaksa; while 
according to the Siddhdnta, all the details have to be performed ex6U)tly as at the 
Archetypal Sacrifice.] 



Adhikabai^a (7) : Actions differentiated by N u mb er. 

SUTRA (21). 

Inasmuch as it is based upon separateness, Number should 
BE a Differentiator amono Actions. 

Bhdsya. 

[Differentiation among acts on the basis of different words and on the basis of 
the Repetition of the same word having been disposed of, — along with exceptions — 
we now proceed to discuss the differentiation of actions by Number,"] 

The Vdjapeya sacrifice has been enjoined in' the sentence * Vdjapeyena 
svdrajyakdmo yajeta ’ ; at this sacrifice there are seventeen animals conse- 
crated to Prajapati, as mentioned in the text — * Saptadasha prdjdpatydn 
pashumiUzbhatef saptadasho vai prajdpatih prajdpaterdptyai shydmdstupard 
^karupa bhavanti, evameva hi prajdpatih samrddhyai (Taitti. Bra. 1. 3. 4. 3.) 

Now, in regard to this, there arises the question — Does this passage 
speak of seventeen distinct acts ? Or of only one act at which the seventeen 
animals come in as an accessory detail ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — “There is only 
one action ; — why ? — because, when the question arises as to whether the 
seventeen animals are dedicated to Prajapati, is it for the accomplishing of 
a single sacrifice or several sacrifices ? — the most reasonable view to take is 
that they are dedicated for the purpose of accomplishing a single act. 
When a man dedicates seventeen animals, he dedicates one animal also ; — 
when one animal has been dedicated (and the act of sacrifice accomplished 
through that dedication), the dedication of all the seventeen animals be- 
comes accomplished (as part of that same first sacrifice) ; — wherefore* then 
should there be any assumption of the second and subsequent sacrifices ? In 
this way there would be need of assuming a fewer transcendental results (as 
following from the single sacrifice, than the large number that it would be 
necessary to assume if there were seventeen sacrifices). — From all this it 
follows that a single act of sacrifice is accomplished by means of the seventeen 
animals/’ 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta — There should 
be difference among actions duo to number, because the number seventeen is 
based upon the separateness of the actions ; that is, there is ‘ separateness ’ 
among the animals only when there are several actions, — not if there is a 
single action. — ^Why ? — The Injunction lays it down that the sacrifice in 
question is to be accomplished by means of eleven offerings (made out of 
the eleven pieces cut out of the body of the dedicated animal) ; — all these 
offerings are got out of the body of a single animal ; — under the circum- 
stances, the killing of the other sixteen animals (beginning with the second) 
could not be for the purpose of obtaining the pieces to be offered; — 
so that the animals that would be killed after the killing of the first animal 
would be killed only for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental 
result ; — and in that case, as the bodies of these other animals would not be 
actually offered to PrajUpati, they would not be *prdjdpatya * (* dedicated to 
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Prajapati’); — and this would be incompatible with the fact that the Vedic 
text speaks of them as "prdjdpatya\ — ^Thus then, it would be impossible 
for the number seventeen — which is based upon the separateness of so many 
distinct things, — to rest in a single animal (offered at a single sacriRce); — 
on the other hand, if there are several sacriRces, there would be need for 
several sets of cuttings for offering; so that for the seventeen sacriRces, it 
would be necessary to get together seventeen animals; and it is only thus 
that the mention of the number ‘ seventeen * would be reconciled. — For all 
these reasons, the number of sacriRces (mentioned in the text in question) 
must be seventeen. 

Objection — “ Even when there is a single sacrifice^ the sacriRcing could 
be done by means of the seventeen sets of cuttings (out of the bodies of the 
seventeen animals), — on the basis of the direct declaration (contained in the 
text) 

Reply — That cannot be ; what is directly asserted is the nnmher of the 
a/ninials killed, — not the number of sets of cuttings ; and what are the means 
of accomplishing the sacriRce are the cuttings as the sacriRcial material, — 
not the class ‘ animal * ; as what this class ‘ animal * has done at the arche- 
typal sacrifice (Jyotistoma) is that it helped the primary act by qualifying 
the individual animal out of which the cuttings were obtained; so that at 
the ectypal sacrifice also what it will do is to help the primary act by qualify- 
ing the individual animal out of which the cuttings would be obtained. — 
Now, what the number ‘seventeen’ applies to is the Animal, not the sets of 
cuttings; so that for the purpose of obtaining one sot of cuttings, it becomes 
necessary to kill one animal ; and in this way the number ‘ seventeen * 
could not be applicable to the cuttings, — ^This would be the only explanation 
possible. — If then the animals had been spoken of as ‘seventeen’ in 
reference to their horns, or their complexions, or their shapes, — such as white* 
black, red, — then any one of these alone would be taken up (for killing, for 
the purpose of obtaining the cuttings); — or, if it were in reference to such 
division as that into ‘ the hornless ’, ‘ the two-horned ’ and ‘ the one-horned *, 
then also any one of these alone would be taken up. In the text under 
consideration, however, we find that all the animals are spoken of as ‘ black, 
hornless and of one shape’ (‘ shydmdstupard ekarupdh') ; — and the killing of 
all the seventeen animals of this same kind (for the purpose of obtaining the 
cuttings out of the bodies of all the seventeen) would be possible (and 
necessary) only when there are several (i.e. seventeen) sacrifices, — and not 
when there is a single sacrifice (at which a single set of cuttings would be 
used, for which the body of only one animal would be recpiired). 

From all this it follows that there are seventeen sacrifices. 

The purpose served by this Adhikararm is that, — according to the 
Purvapaksa, if a single animal were lost or found defective, the act (of killing) 
performed over the entire batch of animals would have to be repeated, each 
one of whom would be killed after the other, — the whole act in this case 
being conducive to a transcendental result; — while according to the 
SiddMrda, it is only one animal over which the act would have to be repeat- 
ed ; because when the seventeen sacrifices are distinct, one would not need 
the animal used at the other sacrifice. 



Adhikaraija (8) : Actions differentiated by Name. 
SUTRA (22). 

The name also (differentiates actions), as it occurs in the 

ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTIONS. 

Bhasya, 

In regard to the text * Athaisa jyotiratliaiaa vishvajyotirathaha sarva- 
jyotihy there arises the question — Is it the single sacrifice Jyotistoma that is 
referred to here by the (three) names (1. Jyotih, 2. Vishvajyotih, and 
3. Sarvajyotih) for the purpose of enjoining, in connection with it, such 
accessories as ‘ the gift of a thousand ’ and so forth ? Or do these names 
lay down three distinct actions, the details regarding which are going to be 
mentioned later on ? 

On this question, wo have the following Purmpaksa “ The text in ques- 
tion should be taken as laying down the accessories of the principal sacrifice 
spoken of in the context (i.e. the Jyotistoma) ; as it is only thus that the 
connection of the context is maintained. — ‘ But all these accessories would 
be taken, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, as enjoined in connection 
with the sacrifices named Jyotih, Vishvajyotih, and Sarvajyotih\ — That does 
not affect our position ; because all these names denote the Jyotistoma sacrifice 
itself. That is, (a) the term * jyotih^ mentions the initial term in the com- 
pound * jyotistoma'' ; as regards the terms (6) * Vishvajyotih^ and (c) ^ Sarva- 
jyotih \ what is meant is that all (‘sarva’ and ‘ vishva’) *jyotis', Trivrt and 
the rest, which are spoken of in the supplementary texts, belong to this 
J yotistoma sacridee, and on that account, the Jyotistoma is called ‘ Vishva^ 
jyotih" and * Sarvajyotih" (i.e. ‘ having all the Jyotis"), [Thus then, all the 
three names stand for the J yotistoma sacrifice itself J.” 

In answer to this Pun^apaksa we have the following Siddhanta : — The 
three mimes, Jyotih, Vishvajyotih and Sarvajyotih are differentiators of 
actions, — because these are found mentioned in the originative injunction ; 
and they do not merely repeat the names of sacrifices mentioned before; 
hence the sentence ^ Atimisa jyotih" should be taken as injunctive of a new 
distinct act (not already enjoined). If it were a mere reference (to the 
Jyotistoma), it would not be conducive to any distinct activity, and as such 
would bo useless (superfluous). Further, if the reference were regarded as 
being for the purpose of laying down the further accessory detail (of the 
gift of a thousand), in regeu'd to the sacrifice of the Context (i.e. Jyotistoma), 
— then there would be an option (between the accessory details previously 
laid down and those laid down through the said reference) ; which would 
mean that one of the two accessories would be rejected at the performance 
where the other would be employed [and the rejection of what has been 
enjoined is most improper]. — Further, the terms * Jyotih", * Vishvajyotih" 
and ’‘Sarvajyotih" do not denote the J yotistoma •, in fact they stand for 
a totally distinct set of sacrifices. Merely because one part of the name 
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is common to the two acts, it does not follow that one subserves the purposes 
of the other ; for instance, the term ‘ shald ’ denoting House y — the term ‘ nmUi * 
also could not be regarded as denoting the House, simply on the ground of 
the similarity of the syllable ‘ Id * which is present in both the terms, ‘ sMld ’ 
and ‘ rMld \ 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that “the term ^JyotilP 
(which is one of the terms in question) mentions the initial term in the 
compound * Jyotisto7na\^' — But (if, *jyotih* stood for the Jyotistaina), the 
sentence * Athaisa jyotih ’ could be construed with the term ‘ Jyotistoma ’ (con- 
tained in a totally different sentence) only indirectly on the strength of the 
Context ; — this would set aside the natural and direct syntactical connection 
of the sentence with the term * JyotilP ; and this would be most unreason- 
able, as Syntactical Connection is more powerful than Context, 

It might be urged that “the term * Jyotih' might apply to a distinct 
sacrifice, through its etymological sense of illuminating or effulgence, — but 
the other two terms ‘ Vishvajyotih' and * Sarvajyotih' , which are connotative 
of all (or entirety), must stand for the Trivrt and other Jyotis (which are 
present in their entirety in the Jyotistoma sacrifice).” 

That cannot be, we reply; because the term ^Jyotih' is not known to be 
connotative of the Trivrt and the rest ; so that by arguing as he has done the 
Opponent goes against well-recognised usage. — It has been urged that 
“the fact of the term * Jyotih' signifying the Trivrt is indicated by the 
supplementary texts.” — But that in a sentence a certain term is used in 
the sense of something spoken of in the same sentence is understood on the 
basis of a means of cognition other than Verbal ; so that where there is no 
such other means of cognition, indicative of the fact, the term cannot be 
taken as used in that sense. For instance, in the case of the sentence 
* simho devadattah' (‘ Devadatta is a lion’), that the term * slmha* (‘lion’) 
stands for Devadatta is indicated by a means of cognition other than this 
sentence itself ; but this other means of cognition is not available in the case 
of the sentence ^ simhamdlahheta' (‘one should kill the lion) [hence in this 
case the term ‘ simha ’ is not taken as standing for Devadatta], — From all this 
it follows that the terms ‘ V ishvd jyotih' and * Sarvajyotih’ do not denote 
the Jyotistoma ; and if the Jyotistoma is not spoken of by means of these 
words, all the three terms must be taken as standing for entirely different 
sacrifices. 



ADHiKARAisrA (9) : Actions differentiated hy difference of 

deities. 

SUTRA (23). 

When a word denoting a material is related (to a word de- 
noting A deity) other than the one that has gone before 
[it becomes a differentiator of actions], because the 
two sentences are equal. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Vaishvadeva section of the Chdturmdsya sacrifice, 
we have the text — (a) * Tapte payaai dadhydnayati ad vaiahvadevl umikad; 
(h) Bdjihhyo hdjimim' f* When curd is put into hot milk, the milk turns into 

(1) curdled solids called * dmikad, which is offered to the Vishvedevas, and 

(2) the liquid, skimmed milk, which is offered to the Bdjina’] [cf. Maitra. 
Sam. 1. 10. 1]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the second sentence 
{h) lay down a fresh material, Bdjina^ curd-water, for the act which has been 
enjoined in the first sentence (a) as having the dmikady curdled pieces, for its 
material ? Or the act with the curd-water for its material is distinct from 
that with the curdled pieces ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa : — “ The second sen- 
tence (h) lays down a fresh material for the sacrifice enjoined in the first 
sentence (a). — Why ? — Because *bdja\ like * dmik8d\ standing for Jood, the 
term ‘ hdjin' (the basis of * bdjibhyah^) stands for the ViahvMevas; so that 
the second sentence refers — by the word ‘ bdjibhyah ’ — to the Vishvedevas, 
and enjoins, with reference to those deities, a fresh material in the shape of 
the Bdjina, curd -water ; so that both the materials, — dmiksd, curdled pieces, 
and Bdjina, curd- water — are to be offered to the same deity, Viahredtraa, 
Thus the Bajina, curd-water, is enjoined in connection with the same act 
that has been laid down in the preceding sentence. Just as, the act of the 
Agnihotra having been enjoined in the first sentence, the subsequent sen- 
tences, * Dadhnd juhotV and * Payaad juhotV (cf. Tai. Bra. 2, 1. 5. 4), lay 
down fresh materials for that same act.” 

In answer to thi^ Pur vapak^, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When 
a word denoting a 7imterial la related to a word denoting a deity other than the 
one that haa gone before, it ahould enjoin a diatinct act ; becatiae, in that case, 
the two aentencea are eq\ml\ i.e. both are equally injunctive of distinct and 
independent acts. 

“But in the texts quoted, where is there a word denoting a deity other 
than the one that haa gone before, — when, as just pointed out by us, the term 
* Bdjina * refers to (and stands for) the Viahved^vaa themselves ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows — According to the explanation suggested, 
it would come to this that the deific character of the Vishvedevas is indi- 
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catecl in one case (the first sentence), by Direct Assertion, and in the other 
(the second sentence) by Syntactical Connection ; i.e. it is by * direct asser- 
tion ’ when it is expressed by the nmninal affix (as in the term * vaishvadevl *), 
and it is by ‘ syntactical connection ’ when it is expressed by the Dative 
ending (as in the term * bdjibhyah ^) ; — when the deific character is indicated' 
by Direct Assertion, the VishvMevas are syntactically construed with 
(curdled pieces), — and when the deific character is indicated by the Dative 
ending, it is syntactically construed with Bdjina (curd- water) ; — further, in the 
former case the deific character is indicated by Direct Assertion, and the 
connection of the particular material (curdled pieces) is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection, while in the latter case, both are indicated by 
Syntactical Connection. Thus then, in regard to the deific character, there 
is conflict between Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection ; — and 
in cases of such conflict. Direct Assertion is more powerful than Syntac- 
tical Connection. All this leads to the conclusion that the first sentence, 
which speaks of the Amiksd, clearly establishes the fact of the Vishvedevas 
being the Deiiy, and that this is not done by the second sentence, which 
speaks of the Bdjina; from which it follows that this latter material Bdjina 
is related to some word expressive of the Deity, other than the one men- 
tioned ill the preceding sentence; which proves that the act mentioned in 
the second sentence is distinct from that mentioned in the first sentence. 

SOTRA (24). 

When, however, the word mentionino the act is not accompanied 

BY A WORD DENOTING A MATERIAL, THE ACCESSORY MENTIONED 
IN THE SECOND SENTENCE HKOXJIjD BE TAKEN AS PER- 
TAINING TO THAT SAME ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

[It has been argued (by the Purvapakain) that — “ Just as the act having 
been enjoined in the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhotl \ the subsequent sentences, 

* Dadhnd jiihotP and * Payaad jukoti\ are injunctive of materials for that 
same act, — so also in the present case the act being mentioned in the first 
sentence, the second sentence will be injunctive of a material for that same 
act] ”. — Our answer to this is that it is only right that in the case 
cited (of Agnihotra), the subsequent sentences should bo taken as injunctive 
of materials for the same act ; as in that case the act mentioned in the first 
sentence is not connected with any material not mentioned in the Context, — 
while the material mentioned in the second sentence ia connected with the 
Sacrljke mentioned in the context (by the first sentence). — Hence the two 
cases are not analogous. 

Or, this Sutra (24) may be taken as a separate Adhikararyi by itself, as 
follows. — 
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Adhikaraisja (10) : Exception to Adhikarana (9) . 

SUTRA (24). 

When however the word mentioning the act is not accompanied 

BY A WORD DENOTING A MATERIAL, THE ACCESSORY MENTIONED 

IN THE SECOND SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PERTAINING 
TO THAT SAME ACT. 

Bhdsya. 

Purvapakaa — ** Such sentences as ‘ Dadhnd juhoti\ ‘ Payasd juhoti ’ and 
the like are to be taken as enjoining distinct acts ; as otherwise they would 
have to be taken as laying down so many optional materials (for the same 
act).” 

Siddhdnta — It is clear from the words of the texts that there is a single 
act of the Agnihotra, — and not different acts; and it is in regard to the 
same act that the sentences in question lay down diverse materials ; among 
which an option has to be admitted, as clearly justified by the texts them- 
selves. 

[The Tantravdrtika does not take this as a separate Adhikarana,] 



Adhikara]:ja ( 11 ): The mention of certain materials serves 
the iiseful purpose — even in connection ivith the same Act — 
of indicating different results. 

SUTRA (25). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA] — ‘‘B ecause of the mention of a (distinct) result, 

THERE WOULD BE A (DISTINCT) ACT (LAID DOWN BY THE SENTENCE) ; 

SPECIALLY AS A RESULT IS ALWAYS CONNECTED WITH A 
DEFINITE ACTION*’. 

Bhdsya. 

[Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: — (1) If the originative In- 
junction of a sacrifice mention no accessory detail, the accessory mentioned in a 
supplementary sentence becomes connected with that sacrifice and (2) if thi^ 
originative Injunction of a sacrifice mention an accessory, any other accessory 
mentioned in the same context must be connected with some other sacrifice. — There 
are cases however where the originative Injunction mentions no accessory detail, 
while the supplementary sentence mentions, not one, but several kinds of accessory 
details; and it is one of these cases that is going to be considered now.-Tantra- 
vartika—Tvans.f p. 752.] 

With reference to the Agnihotra (which is enjoined by the simple In- 
junction * Agnihotram jukotT), we have th© texts * Dadhnendrij/akdmasya 
juhuydt* [‘If one is desirous of acquiring sense-efficiency, one should pour 
into fire libations of Dadhi"], and so forth. (Tai. Bra. 2. 1. 6. 6.) 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the offering of the 
libations of Dadhi an offering different from the offering made at the Agrii- 
hotra ? Or is the result (sense-efficiency) meant to follow from the material 
Dadhi (offered at the Agnihotra itself) ? 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows : — 

“ The offering (Uoma) in question is distinct (from the offering made at 
the Agnihotra); — why? — because a distinct result is mentioned; that is to 
say, we find a distinct result mentioned, and a result can follow only from an 
act. — ‘ When you lay down the general proposition that ‘ a result can follow 
only from an act’, do you refer to such visible (ordinary) results following 
from acts as grains from Agricultural Operations [and from that infer the 
same in the case of the act of offerings] ? ’ — Our answer to this is — No ; what 
we have asserted does not follow from the analogy of visible results (such as 
grains, etc.). Because if what is seen were to be the sole bsusis of our 
knowledge of results from aots, — then, such results are seen only in the case of 
acts like Agricultural Operations, not in the case of acts like offering into 
fire [so that there could be no cognition of any results following from these 
latter]. — If it be meant that ‘ the result having been seen to follow in the 
case of the Agricultural Operations, it would be concluded that similar 
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results follow from other things also’, — ^in that case, a result would be likely 
to follow from a material substance also. — If it be meant that — ‘ what is 
asserted is that a result follows from every act that is similar to Agri> 
cultural Operations — and what is similar to Agricultural Operations is tho 
offering into fire, because it is an act (like the said operations), and not tho 
material substance, which is not similar to Agricultural Operations’, — then 
our answer is that the offering into fire also is not similar to Agricultural 
Operations, because the offering into fire is accomplished by means of such 
things as the Mantra, the Deity and other accessories, while Agricultural 
Operations are carried on by means of such things as the plough and other 
implements ; and further, the offering into fire is of the nature of giving, while 
Agricultural Operations are of the nature of tilling (the ground). — ‘But we 
base our assertion on some sort of similarity (not absolute analogy) — Well, 
8<mie sort of similarity (to Agricultural Operations) there is in a material 
substance also, which latter, like the operations, is an entity and is ephemeral 
and so on. — ‘ But seeing that there is another thing (the offering into fire for 
instance) which bears a greater degree of similarity (to Agricultural Opera- 
tions) than that borne by the material substance, we assert that the material 
substance is not similar (to the operations) — In that case, there are other 
acts with visible results which bear a greater degree of similarity to Agri- 
cultural Operations than that borne by the offering into fire [because this 
offering leads to invisible results, while the other acts, like Agricultural 
Operations, lead to visible results], and hence the offering into fire also 
should be regarded as not similar to Agricultural Operations. Nor is there 
any such well-established law as that whatever is seen in one thing should 
be regarded as present, even though not actually seen to be so, in every 
thing that is sipiilar to the former thing. As a matter of fact, when a certain 
thing has been found to be a cause, in connection with a well-knowm object^ 
(i.e. with that which is cited as the Instance in connection with the 
Inference), — if that same thing happen to be cognised as the cause in con- 
nection with what is going to be proved, then, in that case, that thing provea 
this conclusion ; and if it is not cognised as the cause in connection with 
this latter, then, it cannot prove that conclusion, even though it bo similar 
to the said Instance, Consequently even when a thing is similar to the In- 
stance, it has to be examined w^hether or not it proves the desired con- 
clusion. — 

“ — ‘ [The reasoning may be put thus] — Whatever is an act is always 
found to lead to a result, — the offering into fire also is an act, — hence this 
offering also must lead to a result’. — [If this reasoning be right] then, on the 
cessation of the Act, the material substances and their various combinations- 
are found to bring about a result in the shape of another substance, — and 
from this the material substances also might be regarded as leading to 
a result. 

“ Further, no invisible (transcendental) result is found to follow from 
the Agricultural Operations, — and as the act of offering into fire is similar to 
the Agricultural Operations, that offering also could not bring about an in- 
visible (transcendental) result. — Or, on the ground of its similarity to the 
Agricultural Operations, the act of offering also might bring about results in 
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the shape of grains (which are the result brought about by Agricultural 
Operations), — and not any such result as sense-efficiency. — 

“Thus then the conclusion is that in matters like those we are consi- 
dering, it is not true that what is not seen is proved bj’^ what is seen, 

“ — ‘How then is it that a result can follow only from an act (as asserted 
by the Purvapaksin, Text, p. 158, line 16) ? ' 

“ Our answer is that the fact that a result follows is known only from 
words (of the Veda) ; hence a result can be held to follow only from that from 
which it is declared, by the word, to follow ; — that the result follows from 
the act of offering into fire we learn from Direct Assertion (of the Vedic 
text), — while the fact that it follows from the material Dadhi is learnt from 
the Syntactical Connection (of the term ^ Dadhnd" in the sentence * Dadhnd 
indriyakdmasya juhuydt ’ ) ; — and Direct Assertion is always stronger than 
Syntactical Connection. — Hence we conclude that the result (sense -efficiency) 
follows from the act of offering into fire, — which alone is the reasonable view, 
— and the other view, that it follows from the material, Dadhi, is unreason- 
able. 

“ Then again, the Dadhi is incapable of doing both, — bringing about the 
result (sense-efficiency) and accomplishing the act of Offering info Fire. 
— ‘It might be like the washing of the blanket (with the Feet) — this 
washing does both, it cleanses the blanket and also remov^es dust from 
the feet.’ — We do not say that one thing has not the capacity to serve two 
purposes ; what we do say is that a single sentence cannot express the two 
ideas — (1) that the Dadhi is accessory to the accomplishment of the Result 
and (2) that the Dadhi is accessory to the accomplishment of the act of 
Offering into Fire; that is, if the sentence declares that ‘ the result is to be 
brought about by means of the Dadhi *, then it cannot declare that ‘ the act 
of Offering into Fire is to be accomplished by means of Dadhi'* ', or if it 
declares that ‘ the act of Offering into Fire is to be brought about by means of 
Dadhi*, then it cannot declare that ‘the result is to be brought about 
by means of Dadhi ’ ; if it were to declare both, then there would be two 
sentences — a syntactical split ; while as a matter of fact, we find a single 
sentence. — From all this the conclusion is that the result does not follow 
from the accessory, Dadhi, and that the Offering into the Fire of Dadhi is an act 
distinct from the Offering into Fire that is done in the Agnihotra** 

SUTRA (26). 

[SiddhantaJ — But inasmuch as the two sentences are not 

EXACTLY ALIKE, IT (THE SECOND SENTENCE) SHOULD BE 
taken AS LAYING DOWN AN ACCESSORY FOR THE 
SACRIFICE (MENTIONED IN THE FIRST SENTENCE). 

Bhasya. 

The particle ^tu\ ‘but', sets aside the Purvapaksa. — What the second 
sentence (* Dadhnd indriyakdmasya juhuydt*) does is, not to lay down a 
distinct act, but only to declare that a certain result follows from the use of 
a certain material. — Why ? — Because the two sentences are ‘ not alike * ; 
17 
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that is, in the sentence * A gnihotram juhujdt 8vargakdmah\ we have a result. 
Heaven, mentioned along with an act (Offering into Fire), — the meaning of 
the sentence being ‘ one desiring Heaven should bring it about by means of 
the act of Offering into Fire * ; while in the sentence ‘ Dadhnd indriya- 
kdmaaya juhuydt\ we have a result mentioned along with a material] this 
latter sentence does not convey the idea that ‘ the act of Offering into Fire is 
to be done for the purpose of bringing about efficient sense-organs ’ ; the 
idea that it does convey is that ‘ the act of Offering into Fire should be done 
with Dadhi, when it is done for one desiring sense- efficiency ’ ; so that 
what it lays down is the connection of the act of Offering into Fire with the 
Dadhi, for the purpose of bringing about sense-efficiency; — it does not lay 
down the performance of the act of Offering into Fire itself ; the sense being 
that * if a man is desirous of efficient sense-organs, he should perform the 
act of Offering into Fire with Dadhi \ 

Question, — “Which is the term in the text that signifies the effort 
(activity) of the Agent ? ” 

Answer, — The word ‘juhuydt* is that term. 

“It is by Direct Assertion that this word *juhuydt" signifies the Agent’s 
activity as connected with the act of Offering into Fire, wliile it is by 
Syntactical Connection that it signifies its connection with Dadhi; — and 
Syntactical Connection cannot set aside Direct Assertion, Nor will it be right 
to say that there would be no incongruity in the sentence signifying both 
the connections simultaneously ; — as that would involve a syntactical split.” 

Our answer to this is as follows: — Those who accept your view would 
set aside the entire Direct Assertion ; w hile in our view, wiiat would be set 
aside would be only what is denoted by the verbal root in the w ord *juhu- 
ydt' : in your own view on the other hand, the entire word ^dadhnd * wmuld 
be set aside, and yet this w^ord has been used by persons who never commit 
a mistake; nor is it a mad man’s song: — as has been explained under Sutra 
1. 2. 8 — ‘The convention of long-established tradition is equally present’. — 
For this reason it is not right to take the result as mentioned in connection 
with a distinct act. The other interpretation, on the other hand, w'hereby 
the result is taken as mentioned in connection with the material, dadhi, 
does not render the text incongruous in any way. Because the verb 
*juhuydt' is actually u.sed for the laying dowm of the connection between 
the ‘ dadhi * and the ‘ desire for sense-efficiency *. 

Objection, — “ Even though all this may be signified, yet it is not mere 
activity (doing in general) that is understood ; in fact, no purpose would be 
served by the signification of mere activity; what is understood must be 
something connected w'ith the act of Offering into Fire; so that the incon- 
gruity pointed out still remains. ” 

Not so, we reply; for what is understood as connected wdth the act of 
offering into Fire is also activity (doing), with only this difference that it is 
activity connected with the act of offering into Fire; this how^ever is not 
incompatible w ith the fact that the w’ord denotes activity ; the sense of the 
w^hole sentence being that ‘if a man is desirous of sense-efficiency, his 
activity in connection with the act of Offering into the Fire should be connected 
with Dadhi 
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Even so, the same incongruity remains, — that the result is spoken of as 
along with the act of Offering into Fire. ** 

Our answ’er is that the force of the w^ord ^^juhuydV is such that it 
signifies the activity qualified by {connected with) the act of Offering into Fire ; 
but in this the act of Offerifig into Fire is not enjoined as the means of 
accomplishing (any result) ; in fact, the Activity as sotnething to be accom- 
plished is connoted by the sentence as the substratum for (the operation of) 
the ])adhi. It is for this reason that the Vrttikdra has declared as follows — 
^ The material as resting in the act of Offering into Fire would accomplish the 
result ; just as the king’s officer performs the king’s work as subsisting on 
the king.’ 

Thus it is that the result follows from the Dadhi ; and the sense of the 
sentence is that ‘ the man desirous of sense-efficiency should bring about 
that efiiciency by means of Dadhi ’. 

“ But in wliat way is this to be done ? ” 

In the manner of the entire procedure of the Agnihoira. 

“ How do you get at this ? ” 

(a) Dadhi as a means of accomplishing the result stands in need of the 
indication of the manner and method in which this is to be done, — (6) the 
method that is in close proximity to the mention of the Dadhi is that 
detailed in the procedure of the Agnihotrn, — (c) the sentence contains the 
term denoting the act of Offering into Fire (i.e. the root ‘Aw’ with the sign 
of the Injunctive) ; — yet this same word is not injunctive, being, as it is, only a 
reference to the same act of Offering into Fire (as enjoined in another text). 
— It cannot be said that there is no other word injunctive of the act of 
Offering into Fire. — From all this it follows that what is mentioned in the 
sentence ‘ Dadhnd indriyakdniasya juhuydt * is not a distinct act ; hence the 
Result follows from the (use of the) Dadhi (at the act of Offering into Fire 
which is enjoined by the sentence ^ Agnihotram juhotV). 

Or (the other explanation is that) as special significance is meant to be 
attached to the term ‘ Dadhi ’, the connection between Dadhi and the act of 
Offering into Fire is enjoined by the sentence J^dhml, etc.’); — hence the 
Result would follow from the Dadhi as connected with the act of Offering into 
Fire. 



Adhikabaija (12): The V aravantlya, etc. are distinct acts: 
Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana. 

SUTRA (27). 

Where the .sentences are alike, (the mention of the Result) 

MUST BE CONNECTED WITH A DISTINCT ACTION. 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text — {a) ‘ Trivrdagnistul agnistomah, tasya myavydsu 
tkavlmsJiamagniatoma sdrna krtvd hrahmavarchasakdrno yajeta \ [and in conti- 
nuation of this Agniatut sacrifice, we have the sentence * Vdravayitiyanmgni- 
stoma sdma kdryam ”, whicli proscribes an accessory in the shape of the [ dra- 
vantiya ]; — then comes tiio text (6) * Etasyaira revntlau vdravantlyarmigni- 
atoyna aCima krtvd paah'ukdmo hyetena yajeta\ [The difference between (a) 
and (b) is tiiat while the result mentioned in the former is Hrahmavarcluisa, 
Brahmic glory, that spoken of in the latter is pashit^ Cattle |. 

{^AgniHoma or Jyotiatoma is the Archetype of all Soma -sac lit ices ; oue of the 
minor Sorna -sacrifices is the one-day sacrifice called * A(fniyU(t\ which is also 
called Urivrt\ ‘tnfold’, because the Trivrt-stomtt hymn is sung at it; being of 
the nature of the Agnhtotna, which is one of the scvim stages of the Agnistoma 
sacrifice, it is also called by the name * agniHoma\ During the performance of 
the Archetype itself, — at the third extraction, they sing the Yajhuynjfiiyn Sdmnn, 
which Saiuaii, by reason of the Agnistoma sacrifice being completed thereby, is 
also called the * AgnirU/ma Sdman' this Sdman being sung in connection with 
the AgnPyl ]Rk-vers(‘S beginning with the words ‘ Y ajfiaynjnd va agnnyah ’ — But at 
the Ketype, i.o. the AgnirUitf if the Agent is desirous of Brahnne glory, the 
towa-«5/« an is sung in connection with the Vuyavi Rk-verses, — this Suman having 
twenty-one atomasy as at the Anhetypal sacrifice. This is what is laid down in 
the first sentence (a). — If, however, the Agent desires to obtain Calthy instead of 
Brahmic glory, the Sdman to bo sung is the VUravanttya, and that is sung in con- 
nection with thi^ RSvath verses, beginning with * RPvatlrnah This is what is laid 
down in the second sentence (6).] 

Ill regard to these sentences (a) and (6), there arise.s the question — 
Does the second sentence speak of the cattle as the result following from the 
special accessory, Vd ravantlya, appearing in connection with the same act 
of the Agnist at- Agnistoma that has been enjoined in the first sentence, — and 
hence the words ‘ etena yajeta ’ of the second sentence is only a reference (to 
the same act of sacrifice w hich has been spoken of by the same words in the 
first sentence) ? Or do the words ^ etena yajeta^ in the second sentence lay 
down a distinct and independent sacrifice ? 

On this question, we have the following Pnrmpak^x — “The second 
sentence does not lay down a distinct sacrifice ; it only mentions a particular 
result following from a particular accessory (used at the same sacrifice 
that has been laid down in the first sentence). — Why ? — The plirase * efena 
yajeta ’ (as occurring in the second sentence) only mentions what is already 
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known, and not anything not already known ; and for that reason, it cannot 
be a new Injunction. What the second sentence declares is that ‘ if the 
Agent desires Cattle, he should perform the sacrifice, adopting the Vdramn- 
tlya Smnan'j — and it does not mean that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice — 
by doing what? — ^by adopting the Vdravantlya-sdnmn', — Then again, the 
phrase ^etasyaiva' (in the second sentence, which plirase means ‘of this 
same’) clearly shows that what follows is not a different sacrifice. — From 
all this we conclude that all that the second sentence declares is that a 
particular result (Cattle) follows from the use of a particular accessory 
( Vdravantlya), ” 

In answer to this Purvapahsa, we have the following Siddhdtiia : — 

In a case where distinct sentences like those under consideration are 
alike, the mention of the result must be connected with a distinct action. What 
the second sentence says is ‘ Etasyaiva revatlsu rdravantlyam krtvdi' (‘ At this, 
having adopted the Varavantiya on the Kevatl verses’); — as a matter of 
fact however, ‘ at this ’ — at the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence, — 
there are no Remit verses on which the Vdravantlya could bo adopted. So 
that if the second sentence wore to be taken as referring to the same act as 
that mentioned in the first sentence, it would have to niean that ‘ the Remtl 
verses are to be used, — and in connection with these, the Vdravantlya 
Ed man has to be sung’; and this would involve a syntactical split 
[and make the term ^ etasya' wholly rediuidant — says the Tanirardrtika — 
Trans., p. 784] 

The Purvapaksln may suggest the following interpretation — “ What the 
second sentence means is this — ‘ Having brought into the sacrifice, the Revati 
verses and having sung the Vdravantlya on them, — on(^ should perform that 
sacrifice’; so that that part of tlie sentence which speaks of the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice is only a reference to the sacrifice laid down in the 
first sentence [and the part speaking of the introduction of the Revati verses 
and tlie singing of the Vdravantlya on tliem is an injunction of those 
(new) accessories].” 

But in tliat case, [the Vdramntiya’Sdman being connected witli both 
sets of verses], it could not be regarded as the Agnistoma sdman. 

“ But even so, the Vdravantlya would come in for accomplishing that 
purpose which (in the former sacrifice) is served by the Agnistoma- Sdman 
[so that the name * Agnisfoma-sdman^ would still continue to be applic- 
able].” 

In that case, the term *etasya^ would lose its significance (be wholly 
redundant); and if significance were to be attached to both (i.e. the 
Vdravantlya and the pronoun ^etasya'), then there would be syntactical 
split. 

From all this it follows that what is spoken of in the second sentence is 
an act distinct from the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence. 

Question. — “Even when the second sentence is taken as speaking of a 
distinct act, how is the syntactical connection avoided ? ” 

Answer . — The meaning of the sentence is that — ‘One desirous of cattle 
should perform the sacrifice after singing the V dravantlya-Sdrrban over the 
i^era^i-verses ’ ; and what is here enjoined is a new sacrifice along with all 
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these qualifications ; so that the sentence ‘ expresses a single idea ’ (and serves 
a single purpose), and it is also such that, ‘on being separated, the words 
are found to be wanting ’ ; — ^and thus (all the conditions of * one sentence ’ 
laid down in 2. 1. 46 being fulfilled), syntactical unity is maintained. 

“As a matter of fact, even under this construction, the sentence 
conveys two distinct ideas — ( 1 ) ‘ The new sacrifice should be performed ’ and 
(2) * the new Sdman, Vdravantiya, should be sung over the /?6m/i-verses ” 

It is not so, we reply. What is enjoined is the sacrifice which has for 
its accessory the Revatuveraes over which the Vdravanttya Sdman has been 
sung, — not the singing of the Vdravantlya ; the singing of the Vdravantlya 
over the Revati -verses would be done as a matter of course (when the said 
qualified sacrifice is performed), and certainly it is something that is 
capable of being done. 

Objection, — “ In this way, the connection of the Revati verses with 
the Vdravantlya would not be something enjoined; so that it would be 
possible to have other Sdmans sung over those verses, and it would be 
possible also to sing the Vdravantlya over other verses.” 

This does not affect our case. The term ‘ hrtrd * (‘ having done’) in the 
sentence denoto.s the said connection as duly accomplished for the purpose 
of the sacrifice ; so that the said connection becomes understood ; the term 
*krtvd\ ‘ hatmig done \ is capable of signifying both, the accompli slmient as 
well as the connection of the past time; just as in the sentence *shonamd- 
naya\ where both the horse and the red colour are enjoined (by the single word 
* shona^) for one who is to ‘bring in’ the horse, and yet this causes no 
syntactical split, — similarly would it be in the case in question also. 

“ Even so, however, there are several things that come to be spoken of 
in the sentence — viz: (1) the Revatl-versesj (2) the Vdravantlya‘Sd7nan, (3) 
the connection between (1) and (2), (4) the sacrifice^ and (5) the desire for 
cattle.” 

This does not affect our position. Several things are spoken of, but 
what is enjoined’ is only one, the qualified sacrifice. 

“ As a matter of fact, the Remti-verses also are enjoined, as also the 
Vdravantlya Sdman, If these were not enjoined, then the sacrifice could 
not be enjoined as qualified by these two; because it is not possible to 
enjoin the qualified without enjoining the quuHfication, Thus then, there 
being several objects of injunction, there is no ‘singleness of idea’ (convey- 
ed by the sentence in question) [and hence the sentence cannot be regarded 
as a syntactical wa/7.] ” 

The answer to this is as follows: — The term ‘artha^ (in the definition 
of ‘one sentence* luider Sutra 2. 1. 46) .stands for purpose, and the definition 
of ‘ one sentence * thus comes to be that ‘ when a number of words accom- 
plish a single purpose, they constitute one sentence (a syntactical unit)’. 
Now, in the sentence in question the purpose accomplished is not more than 
one; i.e. there >are not several words injunctive of several desired things; 
the term ‘ remti^u \ for instance, is not injunctive of the Re^xiti-v^erses only ; — 
if we take the two terms * revatlsu vdramnt\yam\ together, — then also, the 
term * vdramnt%ya\ taking the Accusative ending, does not signify the 
desired connection (between the verses and the Vdravantlya 
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Sarmn) ; — as the meaning of the noiin remains the same, the term 
‘ krtvd * also, signifying only doing or bringing about, does not tend to indicate 
connection only; of the two words * revatlsu*-* vdramntiya7n\ so far as 
the term * vdravantiya\ which appears with the Accusative ending, is 
concerned, it does not signify the intended connection ; as it signifies 
nothing more than what is denoted by the basic noun itself ; — then, as 
regards the word * krtvd \ the root ‘At’ does not tend to signify mere 
connection ; what it signifies is the connection that subserves the purposes 
of something else (the sacrifice) ; — the sacrifice (denoted by the root in 
‘ yajeta ’ ) as qualified by this connection, however, does not subserve the 
purposes of any other thing. Thus then, all these things, expressed by the 
words of the sentence in question, serve only one single purpose ; and 
hence the whole forms ‘one sentence’ (a syntactical unit). — On the other 
iiand, if the result spoken of in the sentence (cattle) were taken as following 
from the use of the particular accessory, the ideas expressed by the sentence 
would be — (a) that ‘ the Vdrarantiya^Smnan is to be for the purpose that is 
served by tlie Agnistoina-Saman and (6) that ‘ the name of this is 
Agni8toma-S(iman\ — and this would involve a clear syntactical split. 

Says the Opponent — “ What is enjoined by the sentence is the sacrifice 
qualified by the several qualifications, Revatl and the rest, as subsidiary to 
the Agnistut sacrifice (mentioned in the first sentence). — |The meaning is 
tliat ‘ Having sung the Vdravanliya over the Remtl verses, one should 
perform this sacrifice as subsidiary to the previously-nuaitioned Agnistut^ ; 
the advantages attendant upon this interpretation would be (1) that there 
would be no rejection of what is indicated by the context, and (2) that the 
use of .the word ‘ Uasya' would serve the useful purpose of pointing to that 
Agnistut sacrifice which is mentu)ned in the (/ontext. — Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 788.] ” 

Even so, the connection of the terra * pnshukdrnali' (‘ desirous of cattle ’) 
would bring about syntactical split. — [The explanation suggested makes this 
term * pashukdmah' entirely irrelevant; if, to avoid this, it is taken in and 
included in the construction, then there comes about a syntactical split; 
because a single sentence cannot, at one and the same time, enjoin a sacrifice 
and also a result. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 788.] 

“ The construction may be pre.sented as follows — ‘ (me desiring cattle 
should perform the sacrifice by means of the Vdravantlya sung over the 
Revatl verses ’. | Thus the syntactical split would be avoided.) ” 

This is not possible ; for (if the sacrifice laid down in this second 
sentence thus explained were the same as the Agnistut sacrifice laid down in 
the first sentence, then) — inasmuch as the first sentence has laid dow n tlie 
Agnistoma-Sd,ynan^ in connection with that sacrifice, as sung over the 
Vdyavi verses, — if, in accordance wdth the second sentence, the same 
Agnistoyna-Sdnuin were sung over the Revatl verses, that w^ould cause a flaw" 
in the sacrifice, due to its being deprived of the previously-mentioned basis 
for the Sdnian (in the shape of the Vdyavi verses). 

“ But it has just been said by you that it is possible for the Vdravantlya 
to be sung over the Revatl verses [and this is all that our explanation 
involves].” 
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It is certainly possible, if there is an injunction to that effect; unless 
there is a declaration to that effect, the Revatl verses do not become taken 
in merely by the taking up of the Vdravantlya, 

“ There would be an injunction to that effect in the form — ‘ One 
desiring cattle should accomplish the Vdravantlya on the Revati verses, and 
then he should offer the sacrifice,’ — this ‘ sacrifice ’ being a reference to the 
sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence.” 

In case there is an injunction of connecting the Vdravantlya with the 
Revatl verses, this itself becomes a distinct act ; and the injunction cannot 
in that case bo taken as that of an accessory of the Aqnistut mentioned in 
the first sentence. 

“ The clause * then he should offer the sacrifice’ being a reference to the 
Aqni^tut sacrifice, it would be manifest that between the two (i.e. the 
Aqnistvt sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence, and the connection 
mentioned in the second sentence) there is a relationship which makes the 
latter a subsidiary to the former.” 

That is not possible; if the said connection (between the Vdravantlya 
and the Revatl) wore merely subsidiary to the sacrifice (Aqnisiut), then it 
could have no connection with the ‘desire for cattle’ ; for if both the con- 
nections were meant to bo predicated, then there would be syntactical split. 

‘‘But the connection with the sacrifice would be only by way of 
reference^ and the fact of this connection being subsidiary to the sacrifice 
would be indicated by the Context.” 

This also is not possible; as Syntactical Connection is more powerful 
than Context, 

For these reasons what is mentioned in the second sentence must be a 
distinct or/, — this being either the sinqinq of the Vdravantlya over the Revatl 
verses as ((ualified by (i.e. in connection with) a sacrifice, or n sacrifice qualified 
by the said singing of the Vdravantlya over the Revatl verses. — As regards 
the connection between this ‘ sacrifice’ and tho ‘ desire for cattle’, we find its 
injunction in the form of the affix appearing at the end of the root ‘ yaji' (in 
* yajcta^), while we find nothing in the sentence that could be directly 
injunctive of the connection between the Revatl and the Vdra^nntiyn, 
Hence it becomes established that the second sentence enjoins, for the 
person desiring cattle, the sacrifice as qualified by all the qualifications 
mentioned in the sentence. 

“If this fiualified sacrifice is what is enjoined, then, how does this 
Vdramntiya sung over the Revatl verses become Agnistoma-Saman (as 
mentioned in the second sentence itself) ? ” 

On the strength of the declaration itself, it would be so, because of its 
serving the same purpose as the Agnistoma-Sdman, What is there that 
cannot be done by a direct declaration (of the Veda) ? In fact no burden is 
too heavy for a direct declaration. 

As regards the argument that the pronoun ‘ etasya ’ (in the second 
sentence) [is a clear reference to the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence, 
to which therefore the second sentence should be taken as a reference], — our 
answer is that a sentence is always dependent upon what is immediately 
before or after it; so that there would be no incongruitj^ in the word 
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*etasya" (‘this’) being taken in the indirect (figurative sense) of * ^tad- 
dharmakasya' (‘that which has this character’) [and the Vdravantiya 
Sdman sung over the Revatl verses is certainly something that has the same 
character as the Agnistoma-Sdmaii]. 

From this it follows that the second sentence should be taken, not as 
mentioning a result following from the use of a certain accessory, but as 
laying down a distinct sacrifice with such characteristics as those mentioned 
in tJie sentence. Thus it becomes established that where the sentences are 
alike, the result is connected with a distinct action. 



ADHiKARAiiTA (13) : The ‘ Saubhara" and the ^ Nidhana^ 
both lead to the same Result : Exception to the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 

SUTRA (28). 

[PCBVAPAKJ^A]. — '‘BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE HUMAN AOENT, 
THERE MUST BE A RESULT IN CONNECTION WITH THE 
‘SaUBHARA’ and also one IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE ‘ NiDHANA.’ ” 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text (a) ‘ V^o vrstikdmo yo^nnddyakdmo yah svarydkdtnah 
m aauhharena aiuvUa, aarve kdmdh aauhhare' [Tandva. M.B. 8. 8. 18, 20] 
(‘ One who desires rain, one who desires food, on(‘ who desires Heaven should 
sing the Sauhhara Sdman, as all desires are centred in the Saubhara ') ; follow- 
ing on this we have the sentence, (6) * Hiaitt vratikdmdya nidhanam kurydty 
uryityannddyakdmdya, u — iti avaryakdmdya' [Tan. M.B. 8. 8. 10] (‘For one 
desiring rain, the syllable h%a should be used as the Nidhana, for one desiring 
food, the syllable urk and for one desiring Heaven, the syllable w’). — 
[‘ Saubhara * is the name of a particular Sdina^chanty and ‘ Nidhana ’ is the 
last of the five or seven parts of a Sdma-chant ; the syllables ‘ hla \ * urk ’ and 
‘n* are some of those that are used as Nidhanas in various Sdma^chanta,] — 
In connection with these texts the question to be considered is — Is 
Saubhara the means of obtaining rain, and the Nidhana ‘hia' another 
means of obtaining rain ? Or the Saubhara alone is the means of 
obtaining rain, and the syllable ‘/m’ is to be used as the Nidhana of the 
Saubhara when this latter is employed as the means of obtaining rain ? 
Similarly when the Saubhara is employed as the moans of obtaining food, 
the syllable *nrk^ is to be used as its Nidhana, — and when the Saubhara is 
employed as the means of obtaining Heaven, the syllable ‘ u ’ is used as its 
Nidhana ? The same consideration applies to all these three cases. — [In 
connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider the following 
question — Does the Saubhara mentioned in the first sentence bring about 
its result by itself, independently of the Nidhanaa * hla" and the rest men- 
tioned in the second sentence, which latter bring about distinct results of 
their own, apart from that brought about by the Saubhara ? Or the 
NidhanaSy * Hia" and the rest, have been laid down as the instruments 
which, when used in connection with the same aforesaid Saubhara, help this 
latter in bringing about its results 1—Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 793.]— 

“ How can the sentence convey the idea that there is a distinct result 
following from the Nidhana ? And in what manner does the text serve the 
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If the second sentence is construed as meaning that ‘ the Nidhana H%s 
is to be used for the man desiring rain’ (Hxaiti vrstikdmdya kurydt'), — then 
it means that a distinct result follows from the particular Nidhana, On the 
other hand, if the construction is — ^Hxaiti nidhanam kurydt\ ‘the syllable 
Hia is to be used as the Nidhana \ then the text serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular Nidhana to be used (in connection with the Sau- 
bhara); — and in this latter case, the term * vratikdmdya^ (in the second sen- 
tence) is treated as a qualification of the Saitbhara, and it has no connection 
with the Nidhana *His\ 

[Though the question here propounded has no bearing on the subject-matter of 
the Adhydya, which is Difference among Actions, — yet it has been introduced here as 
connected with that subject ; or it may be that, like Difference among actions, Differ- 
ence among the ResiUts of actions also forms the subject-matter of the Adkydya, — 
Further, the question here propounded affects the actual performance of the action 
concerned : At the time that the Saubhara has been commenced for one who 
desires Rain, — (a) would the last two nidhanas * iirk * and * u * be used at the time 
along with the HiSf for the purpose of obtaining the other two results (food and 
Heaven), — and (6) a difference is to be made between the two desires of rain, one 
to be fulfilled by the Saubhara and the other to be fulfilled by the Nidhana * His \ 
as would have to bo made if a distinct result follows from the Nidhana separate 
from similar results spoken of in the first sentence as following from the Saubhara 
itself ? (c) Or does the second sentence only serve the purj)()se of restricting the 
particular Nidhana for the same Saubhara as lending to the result mentioned, — so 
that when one commences the Saubhara for the ]>urposo of obtaining rain he should 
use the nidhana * only, the rain mentioned in the second sentence, in this case 
being the same as that mentioned in the first sentence ? — From the way that the 
Bhdsya has explained it, the question becomes a verbal one — Are the terms *hxs \ 
*url' and ‘w’ connected directly with the terms ‘desiring rain’, ‘desiring food’ 
and ‘ desiring Heaven ’, — or with the term ‘ nidhana ’ only ? — TantravdrtiJca — Trans- 
lation, pp. 793-794.] 

On tho question as propounded above, wo have the following Purva- 
paksa : — “ hi connection with the ^ Saubhara'^ and the * N idhana\ there 
is a distinct result ; — why ? — because of the mention of the human agent ; i.e. we 
find the human effort mentioned in the second sentence by means of the term 
*knrydP (‘should use’). If the connection intended were that between 
‘desire for rain’ and the nidhana *hi8\ then alone would such mention of 
human effort have any sense; not if the connection intended were that 
between tho Saubhara and that Nidhana ; as in the latter case, the idea that 
‘the Saubhara should be sung along with all its accompaniments (in tho 
shape of Nidhana, etc,)^ would be already obtained from the injunctive text 
itself, which lays down the singing of the Saubhara^Sdman, — Thus, from the 
mention of human effort by the term *kurydt\ we conclude that that view 
of the question is the correct one under w^hich the ‘ human effort * mentioned 
is fruitful; and as a matter of fact, it is fruitful only if a distinct result 
follows the Nidhana, Hence the conclusion is that there is one result follow- 
ing from the Saubhara itself, and a second result follows separately from the 
Nidhana, 

“ Or, the ‘ mention of the human agent * spoken of in the Sutra may be that 
which appears in the term * vratikdmdya\ {‘ for one desiring Heaven*) ; it is 
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the 7nan desiring rain who is spoken of by the term ‘ vrstikdma \ — and this 
mention of the human agent in the Shruti text is capable of serving the 
purpose of urging the man to the particular activity, only under the Purva- 
paksa view (that a distinct result follows from the Nidhanu); — under the 
other view, on the other hand, the term ^ vrstikdma \ which denotes the 
human agent, will have to be taken in the figurative sense, as indicating the 
SauhJuira; and this would involve a recourse to indirect (figurative) Indi- 
cation. And as between Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication, it is 
Direct Assertion, not Indirect Indication, that is logical. Hence we conclude 
that a second result follows from the Nidhana ; and in this way there would 
be a larger volume of the result, in the shape of rain [one supply of rain 
coming from the Saubhara and a second supply from the Nidhana] ; so that 
a distinct result must bo regarded as following from the NidhanaN 

SUTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta] — But inasmuch as all the results mentioned in the 

SECOND sentence ARE THE SAME AS THOSE MENTIONED IN THE 
FIRST SENTENCE, — THE MENTION OF THE RESULT SHOULD 
APPERTAIN TO THE SaUBHARA ; AND THE REPETITION 
OF THE WORDS SERVES THE PURPOSE OF RES- 
TRICTING THE NIDHANAS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle * vd \ ‘ but ’, sets aside the Purvapaksa, — The view that has 
been set forth above, that a separate result follows from the Nidhana^ is not 
right. The second sentence is not to be construed as ‘ vrstikdmdya hisiti 
kurydt^ (‘one should use the Nidhana His for one desiring rain’), — but as 
* hisiti nidhanam saubharasya^ (‘His is the nidhana for the Sanbhara^). — If 
the ‘ his ’ were connected with the term ‘ desiring rain we could not get the 
idea that ‘the Nidhana should bo used’ (^nidhanam kurydt^); so that the 
Nidhana ‘ Hts^ would not be used at all. If the ‘ His* were connected with 
both (‘desiring heaven’ and ‘should be used’), then there would be a syn- 
tactical split; which would imply that the term ‘ nidhana* has been wrongly 
put in the text ; but it has been already pointed that texts like those we are 
dealing with cannot be held to be ‘wrong’. Hence the ‘His* cannot 
be connected with the term ‘ desiring rain ’ ; so that the result spoken of can- 
not be regarded as a separate one following from the Nidhana by itself, 

“ How do you avoid the syntactical split by connecting His with the 
N idhana ? ” 

Our answer is as follows : — For the purpose of obtaining rain we have 
the Saubhara already (enjoined in the first sentence) ; — that there should be 
a Nidhana to the Saubhara is also well known ; — so that all that is enjoined, 
in this case, by the second sentence, is that ‘ His is the particular N idhana 
to be used in connection with the Saubhara (when it is stmg for the purpose 
of obtaining rain) ’ ; and in this there is no syntactical split. From this it 
follows that the second sentence serves to restrict the particular Nidhana to 
be used (in a particular case). 
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Similarly in the case of the other two Nidhanas — urk and u — (spoken 
of in the second sentence). Inasmuch as the Sauhlvara as a whole is capable 
of bringing about all the results in the shape of Food, Rain and Heaven, it 
is possible to differentiate the Saubhara in particular cases by means of 
words expressive of these results [and this is what is done in the second 
sentence]. 

“ But why should this differentiation be done ? ” 

The repetition (involved in this differentiation) serves the purpose of 
restricting, — i.e. of specifying the particular Nidhana to be used in a 
particular case, for the purpose of obtaining a particular result. 

[Kumarila has criticised the above presentation of the Adhikarana and has 
proposed a different presentation, though the Siddhdnta remains practically the 
same — viz., that ‘ the previous sentence having spoken of certain results as 
following from the Saubhara a.v a whole, what the second sentence does is to 
restrict the particular Nidhanas of the Saubhara with reference to each one of the 
results mentioned before, so that the mention of the results in the second sentence 
is only a reference to that in the first sentence * — See Tantravartika — Trans , 
pp. 796-802. 

Kumarila also adds a supplementary Adhikarana leading to the conclusion 
that * the Saubhara Saman to be employed for the purpose of obtaining rain and 
the other results must belong to that particular Vedic Recension in which the 
Saman appears with those Nidhanas. — See Tatitravarfikn-^Tv&nfi., p. 803 ] 


JiJnd of Pdda ii of Discourse II 



DISCOURSE 11. 

PADA III. 

Adhikaraija (1) : The Grah a grata is subsidiary 
to the J yoti stoma, and not a distinct Act. 

SUTRA (1). 

fPfjRVAPAKSA] — In reality an accessory, mentioned in connec- 
tion WITH A sacrifice, SHOULD MAKE IT A DISTINCT ACT ; BECAUSE 
THE CONNECTION IS WITH THE ENTIRE SACRIFICE.” 

Bhdsya. 

The Jyotistoma is a sacrifice, enjoined in the text (a) ‘ Jyotistomena 
svargakamo yajeta' (‘One desiring Heaven should offer the Jyotistoma 
Sacrifice ’). In reference to that same sacrifice, we find the text — (6) ‘ Yadi 
rathantarasdmd somah sydt aindravdynvdqrdn grahdn grhnlydt ; yadi hrhatsdmd. 
shukrdgrdn ; Yadi jagatsdmd, dgrayandgrdn^ (‘If the Sorna is one at which 
the Kathantara’Sdman is sung, then the cups to be offered first should be 
those dedicated to Indra-Vdyti; if it is one at which the Brhaf-Smnan is 
sung, then the cups dedicated to Shukra ; if it is one at which the Jagat- 
Sdman is sung, then the cups dedicated to Agraynna^). 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Is the first offering of the 
partictdar cups (grahdgratd) enjoined as part of the Jyotistoma ? Or as 
part of the two distinct acts named ‘ liathantarasamd. ’ and ‘ Brhatsdmd ’ ? 
— If the names * Bathantarasdmd " and * Brhatsdmd^ stand for the Jyotis- 
toma, then the accessory detail in the shape of the First-offering of the Cups 
should appertain to that same sacrifice ; if the two names do not stand for 
the Jyotistoma, then it should appertain to other acts. 

The idea that presents itself first of all is that the particular accessory 
detail appertains to the Jyotistoma, because the Context is of this sacrifice. 

As against this, wo have the following Purvapaksa : — 

“ Qunastu kratusamyogdt, etc. In reality, an accessory mentioned, etc. 
<Sutra).— The particle ‘in reality’, sets aside the first idea.— It is not 

true that the accessory detail appertains to the Jyotistcyma ; — why ? — because 
'mentioned in connection with a sacrifice.'—* To what then does it appertain ? ’ 
It appertains to a distinct act. — ‘ But words like Bathantarasdmd and 
Brhatsdmd are always expressive of the Jyotistoma ’.—Certainly not, we say : 
the names could be taken as standing for the Jyotistoma, if the connection 
(of the particular Sdman, Rathantara) were not with the entire sacrifice ; the 
eonneotion, however, is with the entire sacrifice [hence the name cannot 
stand for the J yotistomd], — ‘ How do you know that the connection is with 
the entire sacrifice ? ’—Well, how do you know that it is not with the entire 
sacrifice ?—‘ If the presence of the Rathantara or the Brhat were the sole 
reason for the adopting of a particular First -offering, then the connection 
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could not be with the entire sacrifice; that is to say, if the First- offering is 
that of the cup dedicated to Indra- Vdyu^ by reason of the Sdman sung being 
Eaihantara, — or if the First -offering is that of the cup dedicated to Shukra 
by reason of the Sdman sung being Brhat, then [as the connection of the 
particular Sdtnan would not bo with the entire sacrifice], the two sentences 
in question (Yadl rathantaraadmd, etc,) should be taken as laying down 
accessories for the Jyotisfoma\ — But, if the presence of the Rathantara 
Sdmany or the presence of the Brhat Sdman, were not the sole reason (for the 
adopting of any particular First-offering), then the connection would be with 
the entire sacrifice [and in that case, the accessory in question cannot be 
taken as appertaining to the Jyotisto)na]. 

“Now, what is the meaning of the term * rathantarasdmd* (as occurring 
in the sentence ‘ Yadi rathantarasdmd somah sydt, etc,') ? — Its meaning is * if 
the Rathantara Sdman forms the distinguishing feature of the Act \ — * How do 
you get at this meaning ? ’ — We get at it from the implications of the com- 
pound. As a matter of fact, there is compounding of only such terms as have 
the requisite capacity. — ^and this capacity is there when there is the relation- 
ship of qualification and qualified (between the terms), — and one thing is 
called the ‘ qualification * of another when it is peculiar to this latter (when 
alone it can serve to qualify or differentiate it). So that, in the case in 
question, the meaning of the sentence comes to be this — ‘If Rathantara is 
the only Sdman sung and no other, — or if the Brhat is the only Sdman sung, and 
no other (then, the First-offering is to be of the Indra-Vdyu Cup, or the 
Shukra Cup)'; — at the Jyotistonm sacrifice, however, there are mwny Sdmans 
sung, such as the Gdyatra and the rest (and not the Rathantara only, or the 
Brhat only) ; — for this reason the two words * Rathantarasdnui and ^Brhatsdmd' 
cannot stand for the Jyotistoma, So that, even though through Context, the 
second set of sentences would appear to be laying down accessories for the 
J yotistoma, yet, tliis implication of the Context is set aside by the more 
authoritative indication of Syntactical Connection, which connects the acces- 
sories with the Rathantarasdma and the Brhatsdma (which are acts entirely 
distinct from J yotisto^na), 

“ — ‘But’, says the Opponent, 'just as the Jyotistonm cannot bo 
called Rathantarasdmd, so also there is no such act as could be called 
Rathdntarasdmd (by reason of the Rathantara being the only Sdman sung 
at it)’. — On the strength of the sentence in question — Yadi rathantara- 
sdmd somah sydt — itself, we shall assume a distinct act at which Rathantara 
would be the only Sdman sung. — ‘ This sentence does not contain an Injunc- 
tive word (which could be taken as enjoining the said distinct act).’ — Our 
answer is that there is such a word, in *sydt', — ‘This word sydt cannot 
enjoin anything, for the simple reason that it is accompanied by the 
conditional yadi (if, which is incompatible with an Injunction); and words 
so accompanied by if are found to be expressive of conditions for the exist- 
ing state of things, and never to be injunctive*. — Our answer to this is as 
follows : — The whole sentence containing the conditional ‘ yadi * (‘ if *) — ‘ Yadi 
rathantarasdmd somah sydt' — contains the subordinate sentence * rathantara- 
sdmd somah sydt ' ; — and the meaning of this subordinate sentence must be 
different from that of the whole sentence with the conditional ‘ yadi ' ; so 
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that, while the sentence with the conditional ‘ yadi * may not be able to 
enjoin an act, the subordinate sentence could certainly enjoin it. Further, 
the mere mention of the presence of the Rathantara-Sdman or the Brhat- 
Sdman as conditions for certain things, — even though actually found in the 
text, — could not serve any useful purpose ; from which it follows that the 
connection of the conditional ^yadi^ (‘i^’) is not meant to be significant; — 
and when no significance attaches to this conditional * yadi\ then the 
sentence practically contains only two terms, ‘ rathantarasdma-somah sydt ’ 
there should he — Soma with the Hathantdrasdyna^), and as such it would be 
perfectly able to enjoin the sacrifice at which Rathantara is the sdman sung, the 
term ^yadi"* (*if’) being superfluous (no significance attaching to it). 

“Or, (even retaining the word ‘if’), the word ^rocheta' (‘one so 
wishes’) maybe supplied after ^yadi' (‘if’). For instance, we have such 
expressions as ‘ one should eat Sdstika grain with milk ; — if he eats Shdli, he 
should mix curd with it’, where the latter sentence, though containing ‘if’, 
is taken as enjoining the eating of Shdli ; in the same manner in the case in 
question, the act would be taken as enjoined iby the sentence ‘ yadi rathan- 
tarasdmd somah sydt aindravdyavdgrdn grahdn grhnlydt* (even though it 
contains the conditional *yadi'), — ‘In what way does the expression quoted 
enjoin the eating of Shdli' ? — Wo get at the injunction by transposing the 
phrases and construing the sentence as ‘ if one desires to mix curd with his 
food, he should eat Shall'. — ‘[You construe the sentence as Yadi dadhyujm- 
sihchanamichchhet]. Hut in the sentence you have quoted (‘ Yadi shdiln 
bhuhjita tat dadhyupaslnchet), the conditional L^n-ending appears with the 
root sincha (to mix), not with the root ichchha (as you put it in your 
explanation)’. — The fact of the matter is that, appearing along with the 
root sificha, the Lhi -ending indicates the sense of desire ; so that we take 
that ending in the sense of having a desire. — Thus then, in the case in 
question also, the sentence ‘ Yadi rathantarasdmd somah sydt aindravuyavd- 
gran grahdn grhnlydt' is to be construed as ‘ if one desires to make the First- 
offering of the Indra- Vdyu Cups, he should perform the sacrifice where 
Rathantara is the only Sdman sung’. — ‘If the sentence is construed thus, 
th(3n what is got at is mere desire, not the injunction of a particular First- 
offering'. — Just as in the ordinary expression (juoted above, when we con- 
strue it to mean ‘ if one desires to mix curd with his food, he should eat 
Shdli', the mention of the mixing of curd as construed with the ‘eating of 
Shdli' provides the injunction that ‘one should eat Shdli mixed with curd’, 
— so in the case in question also, the mention of the particular First-offering 
{Aindravdyava for instance) when construed along with the performance of 
the act where Rathantara is sung, provides the injimction of the sacrifice 
where Rathantara is sung as qualified by that particular First-offering. 

“ Or again, the injunctive affix Lih may be taken as laying down a 
cause and effect ; the meaning being that ‘ the Rathantarasdmd Soma (the 
sacrifice at which Rathantara is sung) should be made the cause of the First - 
offering being made of the Indra-Vdyu Cup’. 

“Thus the conclusion is that, as the connection mentioned is with the 
entire sacrifice, the accessory should ^nake it a distinct act ; it is only thus that 
the said connection with the entire sacrifice would serve a useful purpose. 
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“ Further, in every case, what goes before is the cause, and what comes 
later is the effect ; — ^why so ?— because the effect can come into existence 
only when the cause is already there, not when the cause is not there {•“—and 
what is yet to coiifie is not in existence ; — ^in the case in question, the RtUho/n* 
tarasdmd (the act at which RatMntara is the only saman sung) is yet to come ; 
how then could it be the cause (or condition) of the particular First-offering 
[as would be the meaning of the sentence if taken in any way other than 
the one just suggested by us] ? 

“ Lastly, there is no doubt regarding the Jagatsdmd [which is mentioned 
in the last of the three sentences quoted as (6)] being a distinct act by 
itself (apart from the Jyotistoma) ; and from the analogy of this, the other 
two acts mentioned in the other two sentences (Rathdntarasdmd and BrhaU 
sdmd) should also be taken as distinct acts. 

** From all this it follows that the sentences in question should not be 
taken as laying down accessories for the Jyotistonmy 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — But the same sacrifice having diverse charac- 
teristics, EACH OF THESE COULD BE SPOKEN OF FOR A 
DEFINITE PURPOSE, — THE SACRIFICE ITSELF BEING ONE 
ONLY, THE SECOND SENTENCE BEING SUBORDINATE 
(to THE first). 

Bhdsya, 

The particle * tu\ ‘ but *, serves to reject the view just set forth. What 
has been said — that a distinct sacrifice is mentioned in the sentence in 
question — is not right. — “ What then is the right view ? ” — The right view is 
that the particular First-offering appertains to the Jyotistoma itself ; — why ? 
— Because of the force of the Context. — But we have already pointed out 
that “ on the strength of Syntactical Correction, the First-offering should be 
taken as appertaining to the distinct sacrifices, called Rathantara-sdmd and 
BrJiatsdmd [and Syntactical Connection is stronger than Context].'* — This 
argument has been already refuted — by the assertion that it is the Jyotis- 
foma itself which is called ‘ Rathantarasdmd * and ‘ Brhatsdmd *. — “ But this 
view has been refuted, in its turn, by the fact that several Sdmans are sung 
at the Jyotistoma, which therefore could not be characterised as having the 
Rathantarasdma or as having the Brhatsdma** — Our answer to this is that 
the said characterisation should be possible, on the ground that the Rathan- 
tara and the Brhat are two Sdmans between whom there is option at the 
Jyotistoma itself; so that of the Jyotistoma there can be one performance 
where the Rathantara is not sung at all, and there may be also a performance 
where the Rathantara is sung ; and in this latter case, the Rathantara, being 
peculiar to the performance, could serve to characterise the Jyotistoma* 
Thus then it is the Jyotistoma itself which is called * Rathantarasdmd^ and 
* Brhatsdmd*. 

The Purvapaksin has argued that “ the cause should come first, then 
the effect.” — But there is no such hard and fast rule ; as a matter of fact, 

18 
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8omething yet to come also serves €is a cause ; for instemce, the rain that is 
expected to come becomes the cause (instigation) of such acts tilling the 
fields and building of houses. Further, what h€is been said may be true of 
visible causes and effects ; what however we are considering is a cause 
mentioned in a verbal text; and what is so mentioned has to be taken 
just as it is mentioned. — Then again the Z/i/V-affix in the word ‘ sydt * also 
can refer to all the three points of time, past, present and future. So that 
what is yet to come may also serve as a cause. 

Another argument put forward by the Purvapak^in is that “ the Jagat- 
sdmd being accepted by all parties to be a distinct act, the Hatha ntarasdmi 
also, being similar to it, should be regarded as a distinct act.” — But the 
Jagatadma is accepted to be a distinct act, because it cannot be regarded as 
anything else ; while in the case of the Rathantaraadmd and the Brhatsdrnd, 
they are found capable of being taken as names of the Jyotiatoma itself ; and 
hence these cannot be regarded as distinct acts (other than the Jyotiatoma). 



Adhikarai^a (2) : The Avesti is a distinct sacrifice. 
SUTRA (3). 

Tn regard to the AvEsti, what is asserted is the injunction 

OF THE SACRIFICE ITSELF; BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF THE 
(PREVIOUSLY ENJOINED RAJASITYA) SACRIFICE (WITH THE 
KSArraiYA ONLY). 

BJidsya. 

There is the RCijasuya sacrifice enjoined in the text — ‘ lidjd rdjasuySna 
smrdjyakdmo yajUu" [‘The Raja desiring self -sovereignty should perform 
the Rdjaauya sacrifice ’] ; in the same context is mentioned the sacrifice 
named ‘ .4 ’ in the text. * Aqn^yo*atdkapdlo hiraiyyam dukaind" [‘The 

cake dedicated to Agni is to be baked on eight pans ; Gold is the sacrificial fee ’ 1 
and so forth; — in reference to this latter, we meet with the further injunc- 
tion — ‘ Yadi brdhmano yajeta hdrhasj)afyani madhye nvUmya dhuthndhiUim 
hiUvd*bhlghd’rayet ; yadi rdjanya aimlrafti; yadi mishyo vaiahvndemtn' 
[‘If the Hrahinana is sacrificing, th(‘ Cooked Rict^ for Firhaspati is to be 
placed in the middle, clarified butter pounni over it aftcT every oblation ; if 
the Ksattriya, the cake for Indra; if the Vaishya, the Cooked Rice for the 
Vishvedevas ’]. 

Tn regard to those latter texts tFiere arises the cpiestion — Do they 
speak of the Brdtmiana, the Kmttriya and the Vaishya with a view to laying 
down the conditions under which the details mentioned in the sentence 
{Bdrhaspatyay .4mdm and Vaishvadeva) are to be adopted at the Rdjaauya, 
to the performance of which the Brdhmann, the Ksattriya and the* Vaishya 
are all entitled ? Or is the Avesti a distinct sacrifice prescribed for the 
Brdhmana, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya ? 

On what grounds could the text be taken as laying down tla* said 
conditions ? And on what grounds could it bo taken as laying down a distinct 
sacrifice ? 

If the term *rdjd" (as occurring in the first injunction of the Rdjasuya) 
could be made, somehow or other, applicable to the Brdhmana and the 
Vaishya, then the sentences in question would be taken as laying down the 
conditions ; — if, on the other hand, the term ‘ rdjd ’ applies to the Ksattriya 
only, then the sentences in question would be taken as injunctive of distinct 
sacrifices (for the Brahmana and the rest). 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakmi — 

“ The sentences lay dowm conditions under which the details mentioned 
are to be adopted ; and for this purpose we put forward the following expla- 
nation: — The term ‘rdjd’ is to be taken in its etymological sense; i.e. 
‘one whose function is rdjya, kingship or ruling ' is the Rdjd (Ruler). — 
‘What is the function of the Ruler ’t " — ^The people of Arydvarta (North 
India) use the word ‘ rdjd ’ in the sense of one who protects the counlry and 
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the city (and relievea them of all criminals — adds the Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 818); — the learned also explain the term *rdjya\ ‘kingship’ as 
the functions of the king ; — hence we think that one who performs the functions 
of the king is the Rajd^ King. — For instance, if people did not know any man 
of the name of ‘ Udamegha\ and yet knew his son by the name ‘ Audameghi ’ 
(which etymologically is equivalent to "the son of Udamegha'),—then they 
would bo in a position to assume that ‘ the father of Audameghi is Uda- 
megha ’ ; — in the same manner, if people do not know the meaning of the 
term "rdjan\ — ^and yet they know that rdjya is the name of the functions of 
/Ae Hajd, — they assume that ‘the person connected with (performing) Rdjya 
(kingly functions) is Rdjd\ 

“ Objection. — ‘ But the people of the Andhra country apply the term 
‘ rdjd' to every Kmttriya, even if ho does not perform the functions of pro- 
tecting the country and the city.' 

** Answer. — We do not say that people do not use the term in that 
sensti ; what we mean is that the connotation of the term ‘ rdjan ’ being 
based upon certain definite functions (viz. the functions of rdjya, kingship), 
the term may also be used on the basis of those functions; and in fewt, 
people actually apply the term "rdjan' even to a non-Ksattriya who 
performs the said functions (of the king). — Thus then, such \iso of the term 
(in the sense of any one, Ksattriya or non-K§attriya, who performs the func- 
tions of the king) being possible [and hence the Bralimana, the Ksattriya 
and the Vaishya being all equally entitled to the performance of the Raja- 
suya sacriticej — the sentence in question should be taken as laying down 
certain details in connection with the same Rdjasuya sacriBco itself, — as is 
indicated by the Context and also by the presence of the term " yadi' (‘if’, 
with which the sentence starts, which indicates the fact that what follows 
is an adjunct to the sentence that has gone before) ; — and it should not be 
taken as laying down a totally different act for the Brdhinana and the 
Vaishya. 

**C)r (wo may put the case as follows); — That usage which is limited to 
a few pt'ople, and is not current among all persons, should be rejected as 
unreliable (wrong) if it is in conflict with such usage jvj is current among all 
men ; in fact people accept only such usage as is current among all men. — 
T'hen again, such ordinary usages as are not rejected by anyone are always 
more reliable than those that are rejected ; for instance, the usage current 
among the people of Arydvarla who are learned in the matter of words and 
their meanings, who make use of words and also perform actions, — is always 
better than that of the Mlechchfuis and that of persons residing in the lands of 
the low people (antya-janapada). — [And the use of the term "rdjan' in the 
sense of Khig in general, anyone who performs the king’s functions, is current 
among all men ; while it is the alone who restrict it to persons 

belonging to the K^ttriya caste, irrespective of the fact of the man performing 
or not performing the functions of the king.] 

“’From all this we conclude (a) that the term * rdjan' is to be taken in 
its etymological sense (of anyone who performs the functions of the king), 
— (6) that the mention in the second sentence of the Brahmana and the 
othei’s is for the purpose of laying down the conditions (under which certain 
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details have to be employed), — (c) that the second sentence lays down these 
details in connection with the same Rdjamya sacrihoe (which hasi been 
enjoined in the sentence * Rdjd rdjasuyena svdrdjyakdmoj etc ,*) — and (d) that 
the sentence does not lay down a distinct sacrihce. *’ 

In answer to the above Purvapahm, we have the following Siddhdntn — 
In regard to the A vest i what is asserted , — in reference to the Brahmarm and 
the rest — is the injunction of the sacrifice, — i.e. it serves to enjoin the 
A vest i -sacrifice for the Brahmana, etc. ; — why ? — because the Brdhmana and 
the Vaishga have not been mentioned in the Context at all. — “ How do you 
say that these have not been mentioned ? ” — Because the Rdjasxiga sacrifice 
(which is the sacrifice enjoined in the Context) has been enjoined for the 
Ksattriya only, by the sentence ‘ Rdja rdjasuyena yajUn *, 

“ But it has been pointed out that the term ‘ rdjd * (used in this injunc- 
tion) is to bo taken in its etymological sense (so as to include men of all the 
three castes who perform the functions of the king),** 

This is not right; as the word * rdjd* really denotes the particular taste 
( Ksattriya), 

“It has been explained above that it is not right to take the sentence 
(beginning with * yadi*) as laying down a distinct sacrifice, —because (a) the 
term * rdjan* denotes both (the Ksattriya as well as tho non -Ksattriya, per- 
forming the functions of the king), — (b) because the sentence opens with the 
term * yadi* (‘ if’), — and (r) because of tho indications of tho ('ontext.'* 

Our answer to this is as follows: — We do not accept the statemimt that 
the term " rdjan* denotes both; — why ? - -If the term *rdjan* signifies 
the caste (Ksattriya), then the term *rdjya* would stand for the function 
of protecting the country, this being the function of the Ksattriya caste; so 
that there would be no incompatibility with the usage of the peo]3l(‘ of tht^ 
Arydmrta (under which usage the Rdjd is one who performs the function of 
protecting the people). If, on tho other hand, — the term * rdjya* were 
eternally connected with (i.e. if its (connotation always consisted in) the 
function of protecting, then one who performs that function would be spoken 
of by the term ‘ rdjan *, and this term, in this sense, would apply to the 
Ksaftriya-caste ; — and this would be quite compatible with the usage of the 
Andhras. Thus on the strength of usage, it has to be admitted that both 
the terms — ‘ rdjan ’ and ‘ rdjya * — need not be eternally connected with the 
connotations respectively of ‘ the Ksattriya caste * and • the kingly function * 
[i.e. only one of the two terms need be taken as so etemaUy connected with 
its connotation, and the other term will have its connotation determined by 
that connotation]. 

[Tho two words ‘ raja and ‘ rdjya ’ could not have their connotations wholly in- 
dependent of one another ; the fact is that when one of them has its connotation 
fixed by convention, that of the other follows from it. That is to say, when 
the word* rdja* has been known, by convention, as signifying the Ksattriya caste, 
then the connotation of the term * rdjya *, — explained as * the function of the 
Rdjd* — comes to l>e based upon that of the term 'rdjd*; and so lonir as this is 
possible, it is not right to assume an independent connotative potency for this 
latter word; as even without such an independent connotative potency, there 
would be nothing incompatible with the usage of the people of Arydvarta, who 
apply the term 'rdjya* to the * kingly function of protecting the people*. If, 
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conversely, it bo held that the term ‘ rHjya ’ itself has its connotation of the ‘ func- 
tion of protecting the people’ fixed by convention, before that of the term * raja ’ is 
known, — then too, the term * raja * would, as based on the term ‘ rajya \ come to be 
applied to the performer of that function, and it would not be necessary to assume 
an independent connotative potency in the word ‘ raja * ; and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dratidaa (wrongly attributed by the 
Bhaeya, to the Andhraa) who apply the word ‘ rdj5 * to any and every Kaattriya 
who is capable of performing the function of protecting the people.— Tonfrarar/iAra 
— Trans., pp. 824-835.] 

“How then is it to be decided (which is the word that has an in- 
dependent eternal connotative potency) ? ” 

The decisive) fact is that the term ‘ rajya ’ denotes the function of 
protect Iny, which function belongs to the person helonyiruj to the caste 
‘ Rdjan ’ (Ksattriya). — Writers on grammar have laid down the affix ‘ ^an ’ 
(which we find in the term * rajya*) as denoting * the function of the person 
spoken of, i.e. the * Rflju* [see Panini, 5. 1. 124]; — and they do not counte- 
nanoo the expounding of the term * raja* as * the performer of the functions 
of rdjya ’ [* rdjyasya kdrtCi raja ’|, which would involve either the deletion of 
the syllable *ya* (present in tho term * rajya*), or the transformation of the 
f)asic noun rajya ’) itself (into tho form ‘ rdjCt ’). 

“ As a matter of fact, a'ny one who performs the function of protecting the 
country is spoken of by tho people by the name Rdjd (and not only one 
belonging to the Ksattriya caste ” 

Our answer to this is as follows: — Tt is on the basis of the etymology of 
the word that people apply tho name so ; — the terui ‘ rajya * is well known 
as signifying i\\o f miction of protecting', and as we have explained above, 
this signification of the function of protecting by the term * rajya* is based 
upon its being derived from the term ‘ rdjan ’ (the term being etymologically 
explained as ‘ rdjnah karma rdjyam ’) ; so that it is the term ' rdjan * (and its 
connotation) which is the bckiis of the above-mentioned recognised sigiiifira- 
tion (of the term * rajya ’) ; so that the use of the term ‘ rajya ’ is dependent 
upon its derivation from the term ‘ rdjan * (and its connotation of the 
function of protecting the country) ; and as for the application of the name 
* rdjd ’ to the Brahmana and other non-Ksattriyas, this is a figurative use of 
the term bast»d upon tho presence, in these non-Kmttriyas, of * rajya* (i.e, 
the function of protecting the people), which rests primarily with the 
Kpaitriya caste alone. That this usage should be regarded as only secondary 
or figurative is shown by tho fact that grammarians do not countenance the 
explanation of the term ^nljti* as one who perfonns the functions of 
kingship, — [The word * rajya * is explained by its connection with the Rdjd, 
and then the presence of this rdjya (kingly functions) in the Brahmana, etc. 
makes the term * rdjd ’ indirectly applicable to these latter castes also ; but 
it is so applicable only indirectly, figuratively ; and a figurative use of the 
word cannot affect the i:iiddhdnta that the term ‘ rdjd ’ stands for the 
Kfoitriya caste* It must be admitted therefore that the term * rdjd* is 
applied to the Brahmana and other non-K^tlriyas only in consideration of 
the fact of these latter being the proxy of the Kwttriya in the performance 
of the latter’s legitimate function of protecting the people. — Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 826.] 
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It has been eurgued above that ** through inference we get at the notion 
that the Rdjd is so called because he is the performer of the kingly functions 
(rdjya), just as we get at the notion that Udaineglia is the father of A^ida- 
fneghu*' 

Our answer to this is as follows : — Actual usage is more authoritative 
than inference; that ‘the Rdjd is the performer of Rdjya* we get at 
through inference, but in actual usage we find people using the word ‘ rdjd ’ 
in the sense of the Kmttriya caste. — Then again, the otj^mology also of the 
term ‘ I'djd ’ as ‘ rdjyasya kartd * (performer of kingly functions) can be got 
at through inference, while the etymologv' of the term ‘ rdjya ’ as ‘ mjflah 
karma ’ (king's function) is actually laid down in the grammatical scriptures. 
People who would base the etymology upon inference would, on the strength 
f>f that inference, have to infer the grammatical scripture (countenancing that 
t^t ymology), while those who depend directly upon the scripture actually see 
the grammatical rule itself. Thus under the circumstances, the direct 
scripture would be distinctly more authoritative. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, })eople apply the name * rdjan ' to any 
one who performs rdjya (functions of the king) ; they do not apply the term 
^ rdjya ' to the function performed by the rdjd (king) ; — from which it 
follows that the use of the term ‘ rdjan ' is dependent upon the connection 
of rdjya^ (kingly functions), and that the use of the term ‘ rdjya ’ is not 
dependent upon the connection of Rdjd'' 

\Vc do not sa>' that we regard the connection of the J\*djd as the basis 
of the use of the term ‘ rdjya' ; what we hold is that the use of the term 
‘ rdjya ' is based upon the grammatical scriptures ; and scripture is always 
more authoritative than usage, as usage could onl>' be made a ground for 
the inference of a scripture [and a directly perceived scripture is more 
authoritative than an inferred one). 

Then again, the premise that ‘the use of the term rdjd is dependent 
upon the connection of Rdjya (kingly funi'tions) ' is not true ; as it has 
been asserted above that the Ayidhras apply the name 'rdjd' even to a 
person who is not performing the function of protecting the country. 

The premise that “the use of the term is dependent upon the connec- 
tion of the Rdjd " is also not true; as every function of the king — such as 
locomotion or winking, for instance — is not called Rdjya," 

We would be open to this taunt if we said that the use of the term is 
dependent upon u.sage ; — but what we say is that the basis for the use of 
the term lies in the grammatical scripture; so that we regard all those 
functions to be ‘ rdjya ' which belong to a person of the Kpattriya {rdjan) 
caste, — i.e. every act that is marked out as pertaining specifically to the 
Kmttriya caste. 

As for the argument that — “the Andhras also do regard a person as 
* rdjd ' on the basis of his connection with rdjya [i.e. they also do not deny 
some sort of connection between the name ‘ rdjd * and the performing of the 
rdjya]" ^ — this has already been refuted by the argument that usage is 
weaker than (grammatical) scripture. 

Lastly, as regards the argument that in the matter of usage, the usage 
of the inhabitants of Arydvarta is more reliable than tliat of others, — our 
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answer is that in the matter of the usage of words, all usage is equally 
authoritative, — as has been already explained (under the Smrtipdda, 1. 3. 9 
and 1. 3. 10). 

From all this it follows that the use of the term ‘ rdjdn ’ is based upon 
the caste (Kmttriya); — and hence, on account of the connection of the pre^ 
viously enjoined sacrifice of the Rdjasuya with the Ksattriya only, the sentence 
that speaks of the Avesti must be an injunction of an independent sacrifice 
( for non-Ksattriyas ). 



Adhikaraista (3): The ^ Adhana\ Fire-laying^ is enjoined 
as an independent a^t. 

8UTRA (4). 

Thk Fire-layini; (should be taken to be enjoined as an 

INDEPENDENT ACTj : BECAUSE IT DOES NOT FORM AN IN- 
TElIRAL PART OF ALL (SACRIFICES). 

Bhd^^ya. 

We have the text — ^Vasante bmhmano'ijtiUuldadhlta, (jrMpnv r(ljan}/aht 
sharadi vaishtjah ’ f * The Brdhmmja should lay the Fires during spring, the 
///a during summer, the Vm/iht/a during autumn ' |. (Taitt i. Bra. 1. J. 
2. 6-7.) 

In regard to this theri^ crises the (piestion — Does the mention of the 
JirCihmarui and other castes serve the purpose of laying down the conditions 
(for the selection of a particular seeison, as the time for th<^ act of Firr- 
laying which itself has already been enjoined elsewhere)- the mt'aning being 
that ‘ if the Brahtnatm does Oie Fire-laying, he should do it during the spring, 
— tf the Ksattriya does it, he should do it in the summer,— ij the Vaishya 
does it, he should do it in the autumn'? — Or does the sentence actuallx' en- 
join the act of Firedaying itself for the Brahmana and others ? 

Question : — On what grounds coidd the sentcmeo be taken as la\ ing down 
conditions ? and on what grounds could it be taken as an injunction of 
Fire-laying ? 

Answer : — If the two words * hrdhmanah ’ and ‘ msanle ’ are construed as 
syntactically connected, then the mention of the Bruhnmryi must be taken 
as laying down a condition. If, on the other hand, the word ‘ hrtVnnanah ' 
is construed as correlated with * ddadhlla\ then the sentenci' must be an 
injunction of Fire-laying for the Brahmana. So also in regard to the 
Kmttriya and the Vaishya* 

On this question, we have the following Piirmpaksa : — 

“ The sentence in question serves the purpose of laying down conditions 
(for the choice of the seasons); — why ? — bofiause the words of the text are 
similar to conditional phrases. — ‘In what way are the w^ords similar to 
conditional phrases [when we have no such conditional terms as if and the 
like] ? ’ — The various castes, Brahmana and the rest, have been mentioned 
along with the various seasons, spring and the rest ; and it is this fact (of the 
caste and the season being related as the condition and the conditioned), 
which, not otherwise known, is made known by the sentence in question. 
[That is to say, the injunctive potency of the sentence having b(*en used up 
in laying down the relationship between the caste and the season, it could not 
serve to enjoin the act of Fire-laying itself ; so that they could be taken only 
as laying down the conditions that would be indicated by the aforesaid 
relationship between the caste and the season, — TarUravdrtika — Trans., 
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p. 834], — * But the Brahmana and the rest are mentioned along with the 
verb to Uty also {ddadhita) [so that the sentence could be taken as enjoining 
the act of Flredaying qualified hy the spring, for the Brdhmarui, and so forth. 
— Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 824].’ — ^True; they are so mentioned together; 
but the relationship of the Brahmana and other castes with the e^jt of 
Fire-laying is not unknown ; [i.e. the fact that Fire-laying should be done by 
the Brahmana and others being already known from other sources, it 
could not form the object of an injunction contained in the sentence 
\inder consideration]. — ‘ From what source is it already known as enjoined ? ’ 
— It is known from the Vedic* texts speaking of certain desirable results. — 
‘ What are those Vedic texts speakimj of certain desirable results ? ’ — They are, 
* Agnihotrain juhuydt svargakdmak', " Darshapurnamdsdhhydm svargakdino 
yajeta ’ and so forth. — * In what way is the act of F ire-lay ing got at as 
enjoined by these texts ? ’ — By implication ; that is to say, what the texts 
mean is that * one should act in such a manner as to accomplish the 
Agnihotra\ ‘one should act in such a manner as to accomplish the 
Ihirnkapfirrmyrn'isa' \ —now as a matter of fact, none of these acts can be 
accomplished without t\\o fives - -ddrhapatya, Ahavanlya, Anmhdrya-parhana 
and the rest ; there are declarations also to this effect; such as — ‘When one 
offers a libation into th(» Ahavanlya Fire, his desired object becomes 
accomplished’ (Tai. Bra. 1. 1. 10 5-0); — thus by implication it becomes 
known that the Ahavanlya and other Kircss should bo brought about. — 
and these Fires cannot be brought about ex(*opt by the act of Fire-laying \ — 
hence it follows that this act of Fire-laying also should be performed. — ‘ By 
whom IS this act to be done? ’ — By the person who entertain.s the desires 
spoken of in the texts; and these texts are applicable in common to all the 
castes, Hrdhmami and the rest. It is thus that the connection of all these 
castes with the act of Fire-laying is already known (as enjoined). — Further, 
it the Brahmana and other castes were construed as related to both (the act 
t»f h ire-laying and the si)ring and other seasons), — then tht‘re would be 
syntactical split; as in that case the object enjoined (and predicated) would 
not be one only. — From all this we conclude that the texts in ((uestion lay 
down the conditions (for tho choice of the st'asons). ” 

In answer to this Prtrtajxiksa, we have the following Siddhdnta: — The 
I* ire -laying should be taken to he enjoined as an independent action, because it 
does not forfn an integral jKtrt of all sacrifices (Su.); i o. the sentences in 
question should be regarded as injunctive of Fire-laying \ — why? — because 
from among the several means of knowledge available — in the shape of 
Direct Assertion, Indication, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position and 
Name,— there is not one which indicates that the act of Fire-laying is an 
integral part of all sacrifices ; what forms part of all sacrifices is the Fire, 
and the Fire-laying comes in only with the Fire. — “ What if it is so ? ” — If 
it is so, then it is the Fires — not the Fire-layitig — that come in as enjoined 
by the Vedic texts speaking of desirable results.— “ But the Fire-laying is the 
means of getting the Fires.” — Our answer to this is that Fire-laying is not 
the only means of getting the Fires; just as for the obtaining of other 
substances there are many such means as Purchase and the like, so there are 
for the obtaining of the Fires also; smd it is not necessary to obtain it by 
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producing (it in the manner laid down in conneotion with the Fire-laying 
rite). So that while in one case the Fire-laying would come in for the 
obtaining of Fire, in another case it would not come in (when Fire would be 
obtained other means). In that case where the Fire-laying does not come 
in (for tile obtaining of Fire), the performance of the Fire-laying by the 
HnVimana and others would come in (by virtue of the sentences in 
question); so that when the moaning of the sentence * Brahniand' gninadad - 
hlta' is that ‘the Brdhmana should lay the Fires for his own purposes’, 
then alone, — not otherwise — do the Ahamnlya and other Fires come to be 
laid for the purposes of the Agent himself; and under the circAimstances, it 
would f(dlow that the Agnihotra and other rites should not be performed 
with the help of any such Fire as is produced artificially or obtained by 
begging; and it is concluded that it is only the non-art ifivUil (natural) Fire 
that helps in the performance of the said rites. — “ Hut how is it known that 
the act of F ire-laying is for the purposes of the Agent himself ? ” — It is so 
understood from the fact that the Atmnn^padn ending in the verb 
^ ddadhita' clearly indicates the fact of the result of the action (of Adhdm, 
Fire-laying) accruing to the Agent. If the sentenc*e containing this word 
‘ ddadhlta ‘ were not there, and we depended entirely upon the W'dic texts 
speaking of desirable results, the result of the act of Fire-layhig would not 
necessarily accrue to the Agent who had performed this act ; lin that case the 
injunction of the Fire- laying would have to be inferred from the said X^edic 
t(‘xts, and as such an injunction would not necessaril,\ contain the Atmanr- 
ftada ending which could indicate the fact of the result accruing to the 
Agent only]. 

Further, as a matter of fact, so long as wo have Wnlie t(*xts in the shape 
of th(‘ sentences in question directly laying down tho Fire-laying^ those 
X'eclic texts which only speak of certain desirable results cannot justify the 
assumiitinn of any other text laying down the same act; in fac*t any such 
assumed ti^xls would onl\’ be re[i<5titioiis of the texts that directly lay down 
the Fire-laying, 

If there had l»ccn no such X'edic texts injunct ivo of Fire-laying, then, in 
that case, -if the \%*dic texts speaking of certain desirable^ riJHults did not 
imply the injunction of the Fire-laying, they would declare the Agnihotra 
and <*ther rites to be incapable of being performed (as these cannot bo 
performed without the properly laid fires, and e.r hypothesi, there would he 
no such fires as there would be no Fire-laying ) ; for this reason therefore it 
would be necessary for th€» X'edic texts speaking of desirable results to imply 
the injunction of the Fire-kiying, When, however, we have Vodic texts 
(like tho.se in (piestion) directly laying down the Fire-laying, those Vedic texts 
that speak of desirable results, coming after the said texts (directly laying 
down Fire-laying)^ would naturally he taken as applying to those persons for 
whom the Fire-laying lias been already laid down [specially when the texts 
speaking of desirable results following from sacriBces — such as * Agnihotram 
jnhnydt Hvargakdmah \ lay down such acts as can be performed by those only 
who have done the F ire-lay in/f in the proper manner]. 

[With a view to setting aside all the arguments that the SiMhdntin has 
put forward in support of the contention that the sentences in question have 
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to be taken as injunctive of the act of Fire-laying, as apart from those sen- 
tences in question, there would be no Fire-laying, and without properly laid 
Fires, there would be no sacrificial acts performed, — the Purvapaksin puts 
forward the following arguments] — “ As a matter of fact we have a direct 
Injunction of the act of Fire-laying (apart from the sentences in question), — 
in the shape of the text — * Emm aapatnam hhrdtrvyam avarti sahate ya emm- 
vidvdn agnimddhatte ’ ; and when the act of Fire-laying has been enjoined by 
this text, the sentences in question (‘ Vaeante, etc."*) speaking of the Brdhynana 
and others should be taken as laying down the conditions (for the choosing of 
particular seasons for that act). — It might be argued that ‘ the text just 
quoted contains only a reiteration (not the injunction) of the act of P ire-lay- 
ing, for the purpose of laying down the details of the performance — But that 
cannot be so, we reply ; as this sentence is entirely distinct from the sentence 
that lays down the details of performance; the meaning of the sentence 
‘ agnimddhatte ’ (* lays the Fires’) is quite different from the meaning of the 
sentence ^ Apa upaarjati\ etc. ('Heats water’, etc.) (which lays down the 
details of the performance of that Fire-laying). It is only when two sen- 
tences express a single idea (or serve a single purpose) that they are regarded 
as * one sentence’ ; in the case in question as the ideas they express (or the 
purposes they serve) are totally distinct, the sentences also must be taken 
as distinct.” 

Our reply to this argument is as follows : — When the text in question — 
‘ Vaaante hrahmario^gnlnddadhlta ’ — is there (as injunctive of Fire-laying), any 
other text reiterating the same cannot be taken as injunctive (of that act). 
As for the heating of water, this is actually enjoined (in the sentence ‘ Apa 
upaarjatl'); so that this being the only thing enjoined, there are not two 
purposes [served by the two sentences (a) ‘ evam aapatnam .... ddhattc ’ and 
(6) ‘ apa upaarjati ’ J . 

^*It is this sentence—' Ya evam, etc,'" — which is really injunctive of the 
act of Fire-laying, and it is the sentence ‘ Vasante hrdhmano, etc' which con- 
tains its reiteration for the purpose of laying down the details (in the shape 
of the Season, etc.).” 

That cannot be, we reply. In fact the text containing the mention of 
the Brdhmana, etc. — i.e. the text ‘ Vaaante hrdhmano, etc' — comes first, and 
the other, coming later, must be only a reiteration ; — why so ? — because the 
former does the enjoining directly by the word ‘ ddadhlta,' where we find the 
injunctive * Lih' affix actually present; while all that the other sentence says 



reasonable to assert that one sentence praisas what has been enjoined by 
another. — Our view would be shaken only if it were held that the other sen- 
tence — ‘ Ya evam, etc,' is injunctive of the act of Fire-laying . — Why ? — 
Because in that case this sentence would contain an injunction of something 
not already known ; and as a mere eulogistic declaration could not speak of 
anything not already known, the implication of this would be that the 
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injunctive affix *lin ’ (in the word * ddadhltd' as contained in the sentence 
‘ Vasante hmhmano, etc,') does not enjoin anything not already known; and 
this would be incompatible with the very nature of the word whose sole func- 
tion is the enjoining of something not already known ! On the other hand, 
if the act is enjoined by the injunctive affix ^lln\ there would be nothing 
incompatible in the other sentence praising that act ; because it is always 
possible for one sentence to praise what has been enjoined by another. — 
Lastly, when the injunctive does the enjoining, it is by Direct Assertion, 
while the praise is got at only through the sentence (Syntactical Connection) 
(‘ Ya evam, etc,') [on the strength of which, this injunction of Fire-laying 
could only be inferred] ; and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection, 

Says the Opponent — “ The other text ‘ Brdhmano*gninddadh%ta ' also is 
a sentence (just like the text ‘ Ya evam, etc.') [so that in your case also, it is 
only through Syntactical Connection that the injunction contained in the word 
* ddadhita ’ is connected with the rest of the sentence].” 

Our answer to this is as follows — In the case of the sentence ‘ Vasante 
brdhmano, etc.’, when it enjoins the Fire-laying, it enjoins something directly 
expressed by the same word [i.e. the ddkdna. Fire-laying, is expressed 
by the word ‘ ddadhita ’ which also does the enjoining], in relation to the 
Brdhmarm and others ; while the other sentence — ‘ Ya evamvidvdn .... sahate * 
— the Praise is not expressed by the same word as the act that it praises 
[the act praised is expressed by the word ‘ adhatte \ while the Praise is 
expressed by the other words in the sentence] . 

Objection — “ According to your view, the single sentence would contain 
the injunction of several accessory details (the Fire-laying, the Brahmana 
performer, and spring as the time).” 

That does not touch our position ; it has already been explained that in 
the case of a sentence which is not primarily injunctive of accessory details, 
it is possible to have several details laid down, — under the Sutra. ‘The 
action as well as its accessories should be taken as enjoined, as they are not 
divorced in the injunctive word, — specially when they have not been 
enjoined by another text.* (1. 4. 9.) 

From all this it becomes established that the sentence mentioning the 
Brdh?nana, etc. is injunctive of the act of Fire-laying, and the other sentence 
only reiterates the act of Fire-laying for the purpose of introducing the 
details of the performance of that £K;t. 

It has been argued above that the injunction of several accessories by a 
single sentence would involve a syntactical split. But there would be a 
syntactical split only if the sentence were taken as enjoining (1) the 
Fire-laying as qualified by one accessory (the Brahmana performer) and (2) 
the Fire-laying as qualified by the other accessory (the spring-time) ; as a 
matter of fact, the sentence (according to us) would enjoin the single act of 
Fire-laying as qualified by the two qualifications (Performing Agent and Time 
of Performance) ; so that there would be no syntactical split. 

It becomes established by all this that the sentences in question are 
injunctive of the act of Fire-laying to be done by the Brahmana and other 
castes. 



Adhikabai? A (4) : The ‘ Daksayarm ’ and the rest are 
Accessories^ not distinct Acts. 

SOTRA (5). 

fP(jRVAPAK§A] — ‘‘ The texts relating to the ‘ Ay AN AS ’ SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS INJUNCTIONS OF DISTINCT ACTS ; — (a) BECAUSE 
PARTICULAR NAMES ARE ATTACHED TO THEM.** 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-purnamdaa, we find the text — * Ddkaaya- 
r^yajMna yajeta prajdkdmah, adkamprasthdpyena yajeta pashtikdmah, 
aankramayajrilna yajetdnnddyakdmah ’ One desirous of offspring should 
perform the DdkadyafM-^&crifice ; one desirous of cattle should perform the 
Sakampraathapya-sekcrifice ; one desirous of food should perform the Sahkra- 
mo-sacrifice ’ ] (See Taitti-Sarh. 2. 5. 4. 3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do these sentences speak of 
particular results following from the adoption of particular accessories at the 
Daraha-purnamdaa sacrifice ? Or are the acts mentioned distinct and 
independent sacrifices ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa : — “ They are dis- 
tinct sacrifices ; — why ? — becauae particular rvamea are attached to them. 
Though the Context and the use of the same root ^ yajV (to aacrifice) 
indicate that it is the same sacrifice that has been previously enjoined, — yet, 
inasmuch as that sacrifice does not bear the names mentioned in the sen- 
tences in question, it follows that these sentences lay down distinct 
sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (6). 

[PtJRVAPAKJjA continued ] — “ (6) also because no accessory is 

MENTIONED, THE SENTENCE MUST BE TAKEN AS THE 

injunction of an act.** 

Bhdsya. 

“We do not find in the sentence the mention of any accessory which 
could be regarded as enjoined by it ; under the circumstances, if the sentence 
does not enjoin a distinct act, it is useless. — Further, if an CKScessory had 
been mentioned in the sentence, then we could understand that there is 
some connection between the sacrifice and that Accessory ; and in that case 
the employment of this Accessory could be taken as enjoined by the sen- 
tence; — as a matter of fact, however, no Accessory is mentioned in the sen- 
tence, which mentions the aacrifice only; so that it is this aacrifice alone 
which could be taken as enjoined by the sentence.” 
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SOTRA (7). 

[PUrvapak§a concluded] — “(c) Also because the sentence is 

COMPLETE WITH THE MENTION OF THE RESULT.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“For the following reason also the sentence should be taken as en- 
joining a distinct act — How ? — Because the sentence is complete with the men- 
tion of the result — ‘ Prajdkdmo yajeta ’ (‘ Desiring offspring one should perform 
the sacrifice’); where the sacrifice is laid down as the means of obtaining 
offspring; and if it is so laid down, it must be a distinct act.” 

SUTRA (8). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the act spoken op in the sentence 

SHOULD BE A MODIFICATION (OF THE PREVIOUSLY-MENTIONED 

sacrifice); because of the context. 

Bhdsya. 

The actions like the Ddks&yana and others mentioned in the sentence 
should be regarded as falling within the purview of the Darsha-puimamdsa 
itself ; as it is only this view that would be in keeping with the Context. 

SOTRA (9). 

Also because we find texts indicative (of the same). 

Bhdsya. 

The above view is supported also by indicative texts, — such as — ‘ Trim- 
shatam varsdni darshu-purrmrndsdhhydm yajeta ; yadi ddksdyanaydjl sydt atho 
api panchadashaiva varsdni yajeta, atra hi eva sd sampadyate ; due hi paurna* 
mdsyau yajeta dve afndvdsye, atra hi eva khalu sd sampad hhavati.' [‘One 
should perform the Darshapurnatndsa for thirty years ; if he is a performer 
of the Ddksdyana he should perform it for fifteen years only; even thus 
does it become accomplished ; as the Ddksdyana contains two Paurnamdsa 
and two Darsha sacrifices ; thus is accomplishment attained in fifteen years ’]. 
— ^There would be some purpose in accomplishing the ‘ thirty ’ in the manner 
indicated, only if the Ddksdyana were the same as the Darshapurnamusa ; then 
alone would there be some possibility of the said accomplishment. For this 
reason also the act spoken of in the sentence in question cannot be regarded 
as distinct. — [This completion of the thirty years' course of the Darshapurna- 
mdsa by the performance of the Ddksdyaija for fifteen years distinctly in- 
dicates the non -difference of the Ddksdyana from the Darshapiirnamdsa, 
Such completion could not be possible if the two were entirely different. 
The text cannot be taken to mean that the course of the Darshapurnamdsa it- 
self is reduced to one of fifteen years in the case of the performer being one 
'who has performed the Ddkmyana sacrifice. Because the course of one 
sacrifice could not be reduced by the performance of a totally di^erent 
sacrifice. Nor would there be any justification, in this case, for the explana- 
tion that the fact of two Darshas and two Paurnamdsas are performed in course 
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of the Ddkadyaim serves to reduce the course from thirty to fifteen years — 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 842.] 


SUTRA (10). 

The name attached to the act (‘ DIksayana ’) is due to the 

PECULIARITY OF THE ACCESSORY DETAIL. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Sutra 5) that ** the acts should be distinct,. 
because particular names are attached to them ” ; — but the act spoken of by 
the name ‘ ddhsdyana ’ would be treated as a distinct act only if the name 
could not, in any way, be made to be applicable to the Darshapurnamdsa ; — 
as a matter of fact, however, the name is capable of being applied to this 
latter, on the basis of the presence, in that sacrifice, of *dvrtti\ Repetition 
as an accessory detail ; the term " ayana ’ (in the name * ddksdyana *) connotes 
repetition, — and * ddkaa^ is that which pertains to Daksa; — hence the term 
‘ ddksdynna ’ denotes the repetition of that which pertains to Daksa, — “ But 
who is ^ Daksa^ ?” — The man (sacrificer or priest) who is quick and expert 
[so expert that he completes the thirty-years’ course of the Darsha-Purna - 
mdsa in fifteen years only ; — and as this is done by repeating the Darsha and 
the Purnarmsa ; the term ‘ ddksdyana ’ stands for the repeated performance of 
the Darshapurnamdsa by the expert sacrificer and priests ; and as such the 
name is applicable to the Darshapurnamdsa sacrifice itself. ] 

Similarly with the name ‘ sdkamprasthdpya ’ ; it is based upon the 
presence of an accessory detail [in the shape of the * sdkam-prasthdna \ i.e. the 
material whose * prasthdna\ proceeding (to the place of Homa), is done 
‘ sdkam\ along with, the smaller vessels, without slicing off the sdnndyya] at 
the Darshapurnanidsa itself. 

Similarly in the case of the other names also. 

Thus then, in so far as the names (* ddksdyana' and the rest) are 
capable of connoting the presence of certain accessory details at the Darsha- 
purnamdsa itself, why should the sacrifice, which is cognised as that same^ 
be regarded as a different one ? Why too should it be repugnant to the 
Context if the terms are taken as standing for the Darshapurnarnasa itself ? 

SUTRA (11). 

Thebe is nothing peculiar in the completion (of the sentence 
WITH THE mention OF THE RESULT). 

Bhdsya. 

As regards the argument urged (in Su. 7) that “the sentence is quite 
complete with the mention of the result, hence it enjoins a distinct sacrifice 
for one who is desirous of offspring and other results ”, — our answer is that 
it is not so ; as there is nothing peculiar in the completion of the sentence with 
the mention of the result; that is to say, on this point (of being complete 
with the mention of the result), the sentence under discussion does not 
differ from several other sentences which have been accepted, beyond doubt. 
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to be injunctive of results following from certain accessory details, — such 
sentences, for instance, as ‘ If one is desirous of acquiring sense-efficiency, 
one should make the offering of curd’ (cf. Tai. Bra. 2. 1. 5. 6) — which have, 
on that account, been definitely recognised as mentioning results following 
from the accessories concerned ; — ^because in the sentence in question, also, 
what is spoken of is the result (offspring) following from the adoption of 
the accessory detail (in the shape of the Repetition denoted by the name 
‘ Ddksdyana * ). 

Objection — “Why cannot the sentence be construed to mean that ‘one 
should perform the sacrifice for one desirous of offspring * [this sacrifice being 
quite distinct from the Darshapurmindsd] ? ” 

Answer — In that case, how could the Repeated Sacrifice (which is what 
is connoted by the name * ddksdyana *) be performed for the man desiring 
offspring ? What the name ‘ repeated sacrifice ’ indicates as to be per- 
formed is the repetition of the same sacrifice^ not a distinct sacrifice. 

From all this we conclude that what the sentence in question mentions 
is the result following from the adoption of a certain accessory, and it does 
not enjoin a distinct sacrifice. 

Similarly with the Sdkamprasthdpya sacrifice and the Sahkrama sacrifice. 



ADHiKABAisrA (6) : Sacrifices spoken of along with distinct 
Materials and Deities are distinct. 

StJTRA (12). 

[PtfRVAPAK.^A A] — “It should be regarded as a Preparatory 
Rite, not occurring in the context of any sacrificie • 

SPECIALLY AS THERE IS NO CONNOTING OF AN ACT.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts — (a) 

* Vdyavyam shvetamdlabMta bhtitikdmah' [‘One desiring prosperity should 
touch the white (goat) dedicated to Fdt/u’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 1. 1), (6) 

* Sauryam charum nirvapet brahmavarcMmkdmah [‘One desiring Brahmic 
glory should offer the cooked rice dedicated to Surya’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 2. 3) ; — and in connection with the Daraha-purnamdaa, we find the 
texts — (a) * ladmdlabheta* [‘One should touch the cart-pole’], and (6) 
*Chaturo mu^tlr^nirvapati' [‘He offers four handfuls’]. [Wherein also we 
find the two acts of Touching and Offering, but enjoined in connection with 
the Cart-pole and the Four Handfuls respectively.] 

In regard to (a) and (6) above, there arises the question (^) — Does the 
mention of the dlambha (Touching) enjoin an accessory detail (viz. the shvUa 
dedicated to Vdyu) in connection with the Touching that is done at the 
primary sacrifice, Daraha-purnanmsa itself (in connection with the 
cart-pole ), — and the mention of the nirvdpa (Offering) enjoins an accessory 
detail (viz. dedication to Surya) in connection with the Offering done at the 
Daraha-purnamdaa itself (in connection with the Four Handfuls) ? Or is 
each of these two acts meemt to be distinct and independent ? — (B)-.In 
case, these declarations are independent of the Primary Saerifi(‘e (and 
they lay down distinct acts) — are the two acts precisely and merely those 
that are mentioned in the texts (i.e. mere Touching and mere Offering) ? 
Or are they meant to be accompanied by the act of sacrificing in both cases ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakm (.4) — “The two 
texts are injunctive of accessory details in reference to the Touching and 
Offering done at the Primary Sacrifice of the Daraha-purrmmdsa ; — why ? — 
because they contain no word denoting the act of sacrifice ; — i.e. in the texts 
there is no word injunctive of any act. — ‘ But there are the words dlabheta 
(which denotes the act of touching) and nirvapet (which denotes the act of 
offering).^ — These words eae not injunctive; that word alone is injunctive 
which speaks of what is not already known; while what is expressed by 
these two words, — viz. that ‘ the Touching should be done ’ and ‘ the 
Offering should be done’ — is not anything that is not already known. 
For this reason, these words should be regarded as only reiterative (of some- 
thing already enjoined elsewhere). — ‘ But why should they reiterate it ? ’ — 
The reiteration is done for the purpose (o) of enjoining the * shveta^ in 
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reference to the Touching and (h) of enjoining the ‘ Cooked Rice * in reference 
to the Offering . — From this it follows that the Touching and the Offering 
mentioned in the texts are not distinct from those forming part of the 
primary (Darsha-punwmdsa) ; and that the texts only enjoin accessory 
details in connection with those acts as occurring in the Primeury Sacrifice 
itself.” 


SUTRA (13). 

[PCrvapak.?a B] — “ The acts should be beqabded (as distinct 
and) as consisting in just what is expressly mentioned 
IN THE text; as EVERY ACT IS BASED UPON THE 
DIRECT VEDIC TEXT.” 

Bhdsya. 

[In reply to the above Purvapakm (A) v^e have the arguments set forth 
here, which go to support the view that the acts are distinct and independent ; 
— so far what is set forth in the present Sutra 13 would be in keeping with 
the Siddhdnta ; but it goes on to add that these acts are just those mention- 
ed in the texts — i.e. mere Touching and mere Offering — without any 
connection with the act of sacrificing. As this is not in keeping with the 
Siddhdnta view, this Sutra is taken as embodying the second Purvapaksa (i?).J 
“It is not correct to say that the texts in question only lay down 
accessory details in connection with the Touching and Offering done at the 
Primary Sacrifice; — in fact, they enjoin a distinct Touching and a distinct 
Offering. — If the Touching and the Offering were enjoined (by the sentence 
in question), then these acts could not be those that have been enjoined in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice. — If they were not enjoined (by the 
second sentence), then, these acts would be the same as those enjoined in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice, and they would have to be taken as 
only indicated, in the sentence in question, as the acts of Touching and 
Offering that have to be done; — and having indicated those acts, the 
Shveta and the Cooked Rice would have to be taken as enjoined in reference 
to those acts so indicated ; — and they would be thus enjoined for the person 
‘ desiring prosperity ’ and the person ‘ desiring Brahmic glory ’ ; so that two 
factors — the accessory Shveta and the Prosperity as the result^ or the accessory 
Cooked Rice and Brahmic glory as the Result — would have to be taken as 
enjoined by the sentences in question ; and this would involve a syntactical 
split. — Or, (there would be another difficulty) — the only word in these 
sentences, which could be injunctive would be taken up by the indicating ; so 
that, there being no injunctive word left, even a single factor could not be 
enjoined. — ‘The same word may do the indicating (the act of Touching 
already enjoined) and also enjoining (of the Shveta).^ — No such joint enjoin- 
ing and indicating is possible. — ‘ In the same term (dlabketa) what is denoted 
by the verbal root would be a reiteration, or reference to, the Touching 
already known and what is denoted by the affix would be the injunction (of 
the accessory), — the meaning of the sentence being that the act of Touching 
already known should have the Shveta for its accessory (i,e. it should be done to 
the Shvetay — Even so. the indication (or reference) would not (necessarily) 
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be that of the Touching enjoined in connection with the Primary Sacrifice ; 
as the act of Touching is known also as done in ordinary life (and not 
necessarily as that which is done at the Daraha-purnamdsa). If it were the 
connotation of the * Lin^ affix that were reiterated (or referred to), then this 
reiteration could be that of the accessory connected with the Primary 
Sacrifice ; as this accessory is one that has to be brought up at the perform- 
ance, and not one that exists in the ordinary world. — Thus it is not possible 
for the sentences to be taken as mere reiteration of the Touching or 
Offering enjoined in connection with the Primary Sacrifice. — For these 
reasons we conclude that the acts should he performed as distinct, and just in 
that form in which they are expressly mentioned in the text — i.e, mere 
* Touching \ or mere * Offering* — as every act is based upon the direct Vedic 
text ; every religious act is only such as is mentioned in the Vedic text ; as 
has been made clear under Sutra 1. 1. 2. — Thus it follows that the sentences 
in question lay down distinct acts of Touching and Offering (without any 
connection with any sacrifice),^* 


SUTRA (14). 

[ Siddhanta] — In fact, it is the act of * sacrifice ' that should 

BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED; AS THE CONNECTION OF THE 
MATERIAL, THE RESULT AND THE PARTAKER 
(is EXPRESSED IN THE SENTENCE), AND 
THESE ARE RELATED TO AN ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been asserted by the Purvapaksin {B) that the two sentences in 
question are not injunctive of accessories for the acts (of Touching and 
Offering) enjoined in connection with the Primary “Sacrifice.** — This we 
accept. But the other assertion — that “ they enjoin mere touching, or mere 
Offering (independently of any act of sacrifice)**, — we repudiate; because 
what are enjoined are these acts accompanied by the act of * sacrifice *, — 
Why ? — Because of the connection of the Material, the Result and the Par- 
taker ; — i.e. on account of the sentences expressing the connection between 
the Material and the Deity (Partaker of the Material offered); what is 
actually enjoined in the sentences is the connection between the Material 
and the Deity, for the person desiring prosperity and for the person desiring 
Brahmic glory. — How so ? — ^The sentence does not say simply that * one 
shall touch the shveta * ; if this were all that was meant, then the connection 
expressed would be that between the Shveta and the Touching ; — ^but what 
is actually said is that ‘ one should touch the Vdyavya shveta * ; so that 
what is enjoined is the connection between the Shviia and Vdyavya ; just as 
in the sentence ‘ Weave the cloth ’ what is enjoined is the connection between 
the cloth and the weaving, and in the sentence ‘ Weave a long piece of cloth *, 
what is enjoined is the length of the woven cloth — as is made clear by the 
presence of the word ‘ long ’ ; — in the same manner, in the case in question, 
because the sentences contain the words ‘ Vdyavya* and ^ Saurya* (which 
mean ‘dedicated to Vayu’ and ‘dedicated to Surya’), it follows that what 
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is enjoined by the sentences is the connection between the Material (Shveta 
or Cooked Rice) and the Deity (Vdyu or Surya). If this were not so, then 
the implication would be that the presence of the names of the deities is a 
wrong reading of the texts. 

Objection — “ But even so, there would be syntactical split ; as the mean- 
ing of the sentence would be — ‘one should make the Shveta vdyavya (dedi- 
cated to Vdyu) — and he should touch it’.” 

Not so, we reply ; it M ould not be too great a burden for the injunctive 
word ‘ dlabheta ’ (‘ should touch *) to signify the agent’s activity in regard to 
the connecting of the Material and the Deity, as qualified by the further 
idea that it should he touched ; it is by Direct Assertion itself that the Agent* s 
activity as thus qvulified is declared, — it is only the connection between the 
Material and the Deity that is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; — so that 
(in this interpretation) there is no need for two sentences (and Syntactical 
Connections) [so that there is no possibility of any syntactical split], — [To 
take an instance from ordinary usage] — In the case of the sentence ‘ Yoke 
the red horse — when it is taken as enjoining an accessory, and two acces- 
sories are taken as enjoined, then there is need for two sentences; — when 
however all that is said is ‘ Bring the Red ’, there is injunction of two acces- 
sories even by the sentence itself taken as enjoining an accessory, as the 
qualified sentence (animal) is spoken of by Direct Assertion itself; on 
this account this burden is not too great for the single sentence. — It is 
exactly the same in the case in question also. — The sentence in question, 
under this interpretation, would be ‘expressing a single idea* (or ‘ serving a 
single purpose’), as what would be expressed by it is the connection or 
relationship as qualified by several words ; — furthermore, if the words of the 
sentence are separated from one another, they become ‘wanting’ (incom- 
plete) ; — so that both the conditions of ‘ one sentence ’ are fulfilled. 

Without a sacrifice, however, it is not possible for a material to be 
‘ dedicated ’ to a Deity ; so that this connection (of the sacrifice) also has to 
come in. — From all this it follows that what are enjoined are the two acts of 
Touching and Offering accompanied by the act of * sacrifice ’. 

SOTRA (15). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

The view above set forth is supported by indicative texts ; In reference 
to the injunction ‘ So^ndraudram charunnirvapU ’ (‘ one should offer 
cooked rice dedicated to Soma^Rudra’* ,) (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 10. 1), we have 
the sentence * Parishrte ydjayet ’ (* The sacrifice should be performed after 
the rice has been properly cooked ’) (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 10. 2), where we have 
the injunction of proper cooking ; and here we find the act of ‘ Offering * 
mentioned in the first sentence * Somdravdram, etc.’ referred to in the 
second sentence by means of the root * yd ji* (‘to sacrifice’) as contained 
in the word ‘ ydjayet ’ ; and this would be justifiable only if, in the sentences 
in question the two acts were taken to be enjoined as accompanied by 
the act of ‘ scKsrifice ’ [and on that analogy the ‘ offering * spoken of in 



294 


SHABABA-BHAI^YA : 


‘ Smnarydram etc., also were taken as accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice ’], 
— on the other hand, the sentences were taken as laying down an 
accessory in connection with the Primary Sacrifice (as in Purvapak^ A) — 
or as laying down just what is expressed by the words (as in Purvapakaa 
B) — then it could not be possible to speak of (refer to) the act of ‘ Offer- 
ing ' by means of the word ‘ ydjayet From this we conclude that the 
acts enjoined by the sentences in question are as accompanied by the act 
of ‘ sacrifice \ 

[In the preceding Adhikarana we conaidererl the question as to the sentence 
being an Injunction or a mere Reiteration of, or Reference to, a previously -enjoined 
act : — while in the present Adhikarana we have dealt with a case where the In- 
junctive character being admitted, the question discussed is as to the nature of 
the act enjoined. — Tantravdrtika. — Trans., p. 861.] 



Adhikaraista (6) : The ‘ Touching ’ of the Calf is a 
Preparatory Act. 

StiTRA ( 16 ). 

In a doubtful case [the coreect conclusion is derived] 

FROM THE PERCEPTION OF SIMILARITY. 

Bhdsya. 

[A preliminary objection is raised]— “ What is the illustrative text 
here ? We do not find it mentioned here in the Sutra, as we did in the case 
of the Sutra * Aveatau yajnasamyogdt, etc.’ (2. 3. 3) [where the text men- 
tioning the Av^ti is clearly indicated] ; nor does the Sutra declare what is 
meant to be proved, as is done in Su. 2. 3. 6 [where what is meant to be 
{)roved is clearly stated as that ‘ the Dakaayavua is a distinct act ’] all that 
the present Sutra does is to mention ‘ the perception of similarity in a doubtful 
case ’ as a reason ; and wo do not know for what (conclusion) this is a reason. 
The subject-matter of the context (of the Sutras) is ‘ action accompanied by 
a sacrifice ’ (spoken of in the Siddhdnta-Sutra, 2. 3. 14, of the foregoing Adhi- 
karana) ; but wo do not find anything that could connect the present Sutra 
with that act ; — so that this Sutra appears to convey no meaning, and as 
such is useless.” 

Answer — It is necessary to explain what is the proposition meant to be 
established here — and what is the ‘ doubt ’ referred to in the Sutra. In fact, 
we know the Proposition and the Doubt from the words of the Vrttikdra : 
This revered Teacher has cited the text — ‘ Vataamdlabheta, vatsanikdntd hi 
pashavah' [‘One should touch the calf; animals are very fond of their 
calves ’] ; (see Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 4. 8) and has propounded, in connection with 
this text, the Doubt — Does the root ‘ dlabh ’ {to touch, occurring in the word 
‘ dlabheta ’ ) signify the act of Touching as accompanied by the act of sacri- 
fice ’ ? Or does it signify mere ‘ Touching * ? — ^The text cited here is most 
suitable, and so also is the question propounded. 

In connection with this question, the same Teacher has set forth the 
Purvapaksa that “ the root does signify the Touching as accompanied by the 
act of ‘ sacrifice, ’ ” 

The present Sutra provides a counter-instance (exception) to what has 
gone before in the foregoing Adhikarana, Though, in reality, there is not 
much useful purpose served by the propounding of the present Purvapahpa 
(and its refutation), yet as there are varying degrees of intelligence among 
men, there may be some people of dull intellect who might be led to draw 
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conclusions from premises based on mere analogy ; — such for instance, on the 
be^is of the fact that a man stung by a mildly poisonous scorpion does not 
die, one might conclude that ' in no case of scorpion-bite should any care- 
ful medication be resorted to* [similarly, as in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
so in the present instance also, the word in question must be taken as signi- 
fying the Touching accompanied by the act of ‘sacrifice’], — and such con- 
clusions have to be set aside (shown to be wrong). It is for the purpose of 
setting aside such a conclusion that the Teacher has propounded as the 
present Purvapakaa the view that some people might hold, that — “ in the 
foregoing A dhikarana it was found that the Touching spoken of in connection 
with an animate object was accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice,’ — and in 
the present case also we find that the Touching is spoken of in connection 
with an animate object, — hence this also should be taken as accompanied by 
the act of ‘ sacrifice.’ — Or (the Purvapakaa may be stated in the form that) 
“ in the foregoing we found the root ‘ to touch ’ signifying Touching 

accompanied hy the act of * sacrifice,^ — and it is that same which is referred 
to or reiterated in the text cited here, for the purpose of laying down the 
‘calf’ (as the animal to be touched, in place of the shveta in connection with 
which we had the totcching in the foregoing adhikararia). The advantage in 
stating the Purvapakaa in this latter form is that no fresh result has to be 
assumed [in connection with the present ojdhikaramb, as the connection with 
the result mentioned in the foregoing adhikarana — viz: Prosperity — con- 
tinues to be maintained in the present adhikarana aho.] ” 

In answer to this Purvapakaa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In a 
doubtful case, — like the one just propounded, — what is enjoined is mere 
Touching as a preparatory act ; — ^why so ? — because of the perception of 
similarity. That is, there are other sanctificatory or preparatory acts 
described, along with which is mentioned the act in question also; — and 
definite conclusions are actually derived from similarity also ; for instance, 
what is written down aa if it were the ‘ foremost thing ’ is actually recognised 
as the * foremost thing’. — “ The perception of similarity is a mere indicative ; 
how can it establish any conclusion ? ” — ^Our answer is that this i.s just what 
ha.s got to be explained in the present Adhikarana, — how a conclusion can 
be established on the basis of the perception of similarity. — “ But how can 
the perception of similarity act as a valid reason (leading to a conclu- 
sion) ? ” — It can do so, when the conclusion concerned is a reasonable one. — 
“ What is the reaaorwtbleneas of the conclusion in the present instance ? ” — 
The fact that makes the conclusion reasonable is that, in the text we are 
dealing with, there is not (as there waa in the text dealt with under the 
foregoing Adhikaraim) any expression speaking of the connection of a deity ; 
which shows that the act spoken of cannot be of the nature of a sacrifice 
(in which the connection of a deity is essential); — and the fact that shows 
the reasonableness of the conclusion is that the act in question serves a 
visible purpose, — the touching of the calf will make the cow 3deld more 
milk. — Thus the conclusion being one that is found to be reasonable, the 
‘ perception of similarity’ becomes indicative (confirmatory) of it. — Hence 
the conclusion is that the text speaks of mere Touching and that as a 
preparatory act. 
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StJTRA (17). 

Also because of the possibility of connection with the 

COMMENDATORY DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

In continuation of the sentence speaking of the act of ‘ touching ’ the 
calf, we find the commendatory declaration that * animals are very fond of 
their calves ’ ; — the sense of the two sentences being that ‘ Because animals 
are very fond of their calves, therefore the calf should be touched.’ — Now all 
this declaration would have some sense only if the Touching were done for 
the purpose of making the cow yield more milk ; if the Touching were meant 
to be done for the purpose of killing (for being offered in sacrifice) ^ then 
there could be no connection with the commendatory declaration. [The fact 
of animals being fond of their calves could never be a reason for killing the 
calf]. — For this reason also it becomes established that what is spoken of is 
mere Touching^ and that as a preparatory act. 



ADHiKARAisrA (7) : The Boiled Nivara Rice is for the 
purpose of being deposited. 

SUTRA (18). 

As CONNECTED WITH THE WORD DENOTING AN ACTION, THE 
THING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEING FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF THAT action; SPECIALLY AS SUCH IS THE 
SENSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya. 

[The Adhikarana before the last has dealt with the two acts of Tomhing and 
Offering; — the foregoing Adhikarana has dealt with a counter-instance to that 
Adhikarana, in relation to the act of Touching; in the present Adhikarana 
we have the counter-instance to it, in relation to the act of Preparing, The present 
case cannot be covered by one just dealt with, as here we find some sort of a 
connection with a deity in the shape of Brhaspati, while there was no Deity 
concerned in the foregoing Adhikarana,] 

In connection with Agni-sacrifice, there is the text ‘ Naivdrashcharu- 
rbhavati ’ [‘ the cooked rice is of Nivara corn ’] ; and following upon this is 
the text — ‘ Yadenaficharumupadadhdti* [‘ He deposits this cooked rice*]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question. — ^Is the cooked rice for the 
purpose of being used at the sacrifice, and is it only what is left over after 
the sacrifice that is to be deposited ? Or is the cooked rice got ready only 
for being deposited ? 

On this question, we have the following Furvapakaa : — 

“ The Cooked Mice is for being offered at the sacrifice; the well-known 
use for cooked rice is that of being offered at sacrifices, not of being 
deposited, — It might be argued that ‘ though the well-known use of cooked 
rice is that of being offered at sacrifices, yet, — as the sentence contains no 
word signifying a deity, nor any word expressive of the act of sacrifice, it 
follows that the cooked rice spoken of in the text in question cannot be for 
the purpose of being offered at a sacrifice’. — Our answer to this is that 
towards the end of the text quoted we find the sentence ‘ Brhaspatervd et- 
adannam yannivdrah ’ [‘ The Nivdra-covn is the food of Brhaspati ’] ; this 
mention of the deity could be construed along with the sentence in 
question; so that the two sentences together would convey the idea that 
‘ the Nivara of which Brhaispati is the Deity should be deposited ’ ; and 
this would mean that the cooked Nivara-rice is meant for the purpose of 
being offered at the sacrifice (to Brhaspati) F 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

As connected unth the word denoting an action, — ^i.e. the word ‘wpa- 
dadhdti ‘ deposits ’ — the thing should he taken as being for the purpose of 
that action, — i,e. for the purpose of being deposited. The connection of the 
‘ cooked rice * with the action of being * deposited ’ is direct, perceptible ; 
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while its connection with the sentence speaking of the Deity (Brhaspati) is 
indirect, only inferable ; — since the assertion in the form ‘ he deposits the 
cooked rice ’ is direct and actually present in the Veda, — while the 
assertion in the form ‘ he deposits that of which Brhaspati is the Deity * is 
only inferable (from the connection between the text ‘ he deposits the 
cooked rice ’ and the subsequent sentence ‘ Nivdra is the food of Brims- 
pati'). From this it follows that the whole of the cooked rice is to be 
‘ deposited ’ ; and out of it so ‘ deposited ’, a small quantity could be used 
at a sacrifice; but that would be using the thing on an occasion (and for a 
purpose) other than the one that is directly laid down in the Vedic text. 

As for the sentence ‘ the Nivdra corn belongs to Brhaspati \ it is purely 
commendatory. 

It has been argued above that the fact of Cooked Rice being meant for 
sacrifices is well-known. — But such generally recognised notions are always 
set aside by direct assertions of the Veda. 

Thus it becomes established that the Cooked Rice is for the purpose of 
being ‘ deposited ’ . 



Adhikaeaija (8) : The * Tvastra-Patmvata ‘ has the 
‘ Paryagnikaratm ’ for its Accessory. 

SUTRA (19). 

Inasmuch as the action is the same as the previous 
ONE, THE QUALIFICATION IS OF THE PaTNIVATA. 

Bhdsya. 

Following upon the injunction of the Pdtnlvata appertaining to Tvastr 
(Katha. Sam. 30. 1) is the text — ‘ Paryagnikrtam pdtnivatam ittsrjanti ’ 
[‘They let off the Patnivata animal over which the Encircling of Fire 
h6^s been performed’]. — In regard to this there arises the question — Does 
the sentence lay down the letting off of the same Pdtnlvata which has 
been enjoined before as appertaining to Tvastr, but along with Paryagni- 
kararm as the accessory ? Or does it lay down the letting off of a Pdtnlvata 
which is totally different from what has been previously enjoined as ap- 
pertaining to Tvastr ? 

If the sentence is construed by connecting the word ^paryagnikrtam^ 
with the word ‘ utsrjanti ’ [i.e. if the letting off of that over which Paryagni- 
karana has been performed be predicated of the Pdtnlvata^ then, the meaning 
would be that the letting off is to be of the same Pdtnlvata which has been 
previously enjoined as appertaining to Tvastr (but as qualified in the stated 
manner) ; while if the word ‘ pdtnivatam ’ is connected with the word 
‘ utsrjanti *, then the letting off of the Pcttnlvata laid down would be distinct 
from the previous Pdtnlvata enjoined as related to Tvastr, 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — 

“ An entirely distinct ewt is laid down in the sentence ; — why ? — how 
could the term ‘ pdtnlvata ’ (in the second sentence) be taken as referring to 
the Pdtnlvata as qualified by two qualifications — ( 1) of being the previously- 
enjoined one, appertaining to Tvastr and (2) of being accompanied by 
Paryagnikararw, ? [As such a construction would involve a syntactical 
split]. — Further, if what is enjoined were the offering of what appertains to 
Tvastr, — then the qualification ‘ paryagnikrtam ’ could not form part of the 
Injunction. It is for this reason that we assert that what is enjoined by the 
sentence in question is that what has been made Paryagnikrta has to be 
made Pdtnlvata (i.e. offered to Patnlvat), and this constitutes an act of 
sacrificed 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — What 
is enjoined is not a distinct act, it is the ‘ avachchheda qualification, of the 
previously -enjoined action, which is referred to in the sentence by means of 
the word * utsrjanti' (‘let off’). — “What would be the advantage in this 
interpretation ? ” — Firstly, it will not be necessary to assume the mention 
of the act of ‘ sacrifice’ (which is not actually spoken of in the sentence in 
question) ; — secondly, the term ‘ utprjarUi * directly laying down the act of 
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letting off would not be set aside by the indications of Syntactical Connec- 
tion ; — on the other hand, if the act enjoined were a distinct one, — and what 
was enjoined by the injunctive term ‘ ut^janti^ in the sentence were the fact 
of being made Pdtnlvata, — then the verbal root in * utarjanti ’ would have to 
be taken only as reiterating and referring to the act of letting off which would 
be already got at by implication. — ^Further, the fact that the previously- 
enjoined act along with the Paryagnikarana is to be made Pdtnlvata^ being 
already known, could not be the object of an Injunction. For all these 
reasons the sentence in question should be taken as laying down the 
qualification of the previously -enjoined Act. 

It has been argued that — if the offering of the Tvdatra (what apper- 
tains to Tvaatr) were taken as enjoined, then the qualification ‘ Paryagni- 
krtam^ could not form part of the Injunction.” — This however does not 
affect our position ; because no significance attaching to the word ‘ pdtnl- 
vaUxm\ this Pdtnlvata would not be qualified by any qualification; hence 
what the term ‘ pdtnlvata ’ standing by itself does is to indirectly reiterate 
and refer to that Pdtnlvata which appertains to Tvaatr^ which is characterised 
by the two qualifications; so that there would be no incongruity at all. 

Thus it is established that what is laid down is the qualification of 
the act already previoxisly enjoined. 



Adhikarai^a (9) : ‘ Adobhya * and " Amshu ’ are names of 
the act of ^ Holding \ 

SUTRA (20). 

When the name appears alone by itself, without any material, 

IT SHOULD BE SUBSIDIARY TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya, 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts — ‘ Em 
vai havisd haviryajate yo^ddbhyam grhltvd somdya yajate ’ [* He offers the 
real material at sacrifice who, holding the Ad^hhya, sacrifices to Soma*], 
— and ‘ Pard vd etasydyuh prdna eti yo*mshum grhndti * [‘ If one holds the 
Amshu, his life reaches its highest span*.] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 3. 4. 1.) 

In regard to these there arises the question — Do these sentences speak 
of distinct sacrifices at which the said Cup-Holdings (grahana) come in ? Or 
do they lay down the Cup-Holdings in connection with the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice itself ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The sentence 
should be taken as speaking of an entirely different sacrifice ; — why ? — 
because of the presence of a new name (‘ Addhhya * or Amshu ’ ). In course 
of the primary sacrifice (of the Jyotistoma) there is no such sacrifice bearing 
the name (* Addhhya \ or * Amshu") ; nor is there any Holding whose repeti- 
tion could be made the object of injunction by the sentence in question. 
Consequently the sacrifice mentioned in the sentence must be a totally 
different one. — ‘ But we do not find any material or Deity mentioned (of this 
new sacrifice) ? — It does not matter if no material or Deity is mentioned : 
so long as there is the word ‘ sacrifice ’ ‘ yajate ’ itself. Hence what the 
sentences mean is (a) that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice named Addhhya ’ 
and (6) that * one should perform the sacrifice named Amshu","" 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When what 
we find is the mere name, without any mention of the material or the Deity, 
the sentence should be taken as laying down the repetition of particular Cup- 
Holdings at the Jyotistoma sacrifice itself (at which there are numerous Cup- 
Holdings), — “Why so ?*’ — Because in reality the name mentioned (Addhhya 
or Amshu) is that of a Cup that is held, not of a sacrifice ; as is clear from the fact 
that it is connected with the Holding directly, while with the sacrifice, it is 
connected only indirectly. — As regards the term ‘ Amshu *, there is absolutely 
no doubt as to its being the name of a Cup that is held ; — the mere difference of 
Cup-Holding does not make the sacrifice different. — Nor do we find any mate- 
rial or Deity mentioned, on the basis whereof the sentence could be taken as 
speaking of the Holding accompanied by the act of Sacrifice, 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that “ the term ‘ yajate ’ 
(‘sacrifices*) itself is found in the sentence, and this is injunctive of the 
sacrifice"". 
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But even so, no distinct and independent sacrifice could be enjoined by 
the said word ; as it really stands for a sacrifice that has already been enjoined 
(by another sentence), and the sentence in question does not speak of any- 
thing which could distinguish the sacrifice here spoken of from that already 
enjoined elsewhere. — From this it follows that it is the previously enjoined 
sacrifice of the Jyotistoma itself which is spoken of by means of the root 
‘ yaji ‘ to sacrifice * (as occurring in the word ‘ yajate * in the sentence in ques- 
tion), — and what are enjoined, by the terms ‘ arnshu * and ‘ addbhya ’ are fresh 
repetitions of the Cup-Holdings at that same sacrifice (of the Jyotistoma), 



Adhikaraista (10) : The ^ Agnichayana " — ‘ Collecting of 
Fire^ — is a Preparatory Act. 

SUTRA (21). 

[Purvapaksa] — “The term ‘agni’ should be understood to 

DENOTE A SACRIFICE, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF 
INDICATIVES.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is ‘ Agni ’ enjoined in the sentence ‘ Ya evamvidvdn agnim 
chinutV (‘He who, knowing this, collects the Agni'), — and this injunction 
followed by the sentences — ‘ Athdto'gnimagnistomenaivdnuyajati, tamukthenaf 
tamatirdtrena, tarn sodaahind, etc. etc,' (Cf. Taitti. Sarh. 5. 6. 2. 1.) 

[In connection with the term ‘ agni ’ as found in the injunction ‘ Agnim 
chinute ’] there arises the question — Does this term ‘ agni ’ denote a 
sacrifice, different from the Jyotistoma and other sacrifices, which is enjoined 
by the verb ‘ chinute ’ ? Or does it denote a material, and the sentence 
enjoins an ewcessory (in the shape of that material) for the Jyotistoma and 
other sacrifices ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — 

“ The word * agni ’ denotes a sacrifice ; — why ? — because there are 
indicatives present ; we find an indicative that points to that conclusion, in 
the shape of such expressions as *agni's stotra', ^agni's shastra', ‘the six 
upasads of the Agni ’ ; all of which goes to show that the term ‘ agni ’ denotes 
that of which the ‘ stotra \ the ‘ shastra ’ and the ‘ upasads ' form part ; — and 
all these form part of the sacrifice ; — hence the term ‘ agni ’ should be taken 
as denoting a sacrifice. — ‘ A mere indicative does not prove anything, please 
point out an Injunction’. — Our answer to this is that, there is the second 
sentence (quoted above ) — * Athato' gnimagnistorrieriaivdnuyajati — which 
means that ‘ one performs the sacrifice ’ ; and it is this sacrifice which is 
specified as ‘ Agni ’ ; from which it follows that this sacrifice is named 
‘ Agni'. It is only when the ‘ Agni' is a sacrifice that the preposition *anu' 
becomes a complement of the root ^yaj' (in the word ^ anuyajatV). From 
all this it follows that the word should be understood to denote of a sacrifice," 

SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is the substance that is spoken of 

BY THE WORD ; BECAUSE THE INJUNCTION IS FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, it is the substance that is spoken of by the word *agni '. — 
“ Which is that substance ? ” — ^It is the burning substance. Fire, that is spoken 
of; in fact, this is the well-known meaning of the word *agni\ The verb 
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*chinuti* (‘collects’) is injunctive of the act of collecting ^ and it cannot 
denote the act of sacrifice. By collecting the Fire, one ‘ prepares ’ it, that is, 
places it on the altar; — the preposition ‘anw’ will denote sequence; the 
meaning being that * one performs the Agnistoma sacrifice after the comple- 
tion of the act of collecting the Fire’. 

SUTRA (23). 

On account of the fact of the connection of Agni with all 
SACRIFICES, ANY SACRIFICE MAY BE NAMED ‘ AgNI ’ ; BUT THAT 
NAME WOULD ONLY SERVE TO LAY DOWN THE DETAILS 
OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that by reason of there being 
indicatives, the term *agni^ should be regarded as denoting a sacrifice. 
— But this would be so only in so far as those sentences are concerned where 
these indicatives occur, not in all cases. The name ‘ Agiii\ however, can be 
applicable to sacrifices only indirectly (figuratively), — on the basis of all 
sacrifices being connected with the Fire on the Altar, Consequently all those 
words that appear to be denoting a sacrifice would serve the purpose of laying 
down the details of the sacrifice. 


20 



Adhikaraija (11): Sacrifices like the ^ Monthly Agnihotra^ 
are distinct and independent. 

SUTRA (24). 

When the Context is different, the purpose must be 

DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya. 

[We have finished the consideration of the Differentiation ot Actions by their 
accessories; and we have also dealt with all side-issues — as to what sort of 
accessory is that mentioned in a subsequent sentence which, not being applicable to 
the Action mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the subse- 
quent sentence different from it ; and what sort is that which is applicable ^o the 
previously -mentioned action, and as such does not point to a different Action. — 
The other five means of differentiation of actions having thus been dealt with we 
now proceed the cases of differentiation by Context. — Tantravartika — Trans., p. 871.] 

In connection with the Ktindo^p^yindmayana, wo find the sentences 
‘ Mdaamagnihotram juhoti, mdsam darshapurnamdadhhydm yajate * and so 
forth, [* He offers the Agnihotra-ohlation for a month’, ‘He performs lue 
Darahapurrmmdaa for a month’.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this time * month ’ 
enjoined here for the original (compulsory) Agnihotra^ and the original 
Darahapurnamdsa sacrifices ? Or do the sentences enjoin acts distinct from 
the original Agnihotra and the original Darshapurnamdaa ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa : — 

“ The sentences lay down the time for the original acts (of Agnihotra 
and Darshapurnamdaa). — ^Why so ? — Because the term actually used, 
‘ mdsam ’ (‘ for a month ’), has clearly the form of the injunction of time. — ‘ In 
what way has it the form of the injunction of time ? ’ — The sentence speaks of 
‘ (a) performing the Agnihotra, (b)for a month ’ ; now of these two that ‘ the 
Agnihotra should be performed ’ is already known (as enjoined by the ordinary 
Injunction of the Agnihotra) ; it is only the other factor, that of its being 
performed * for a month*, that is not already known from any other source. 
Under the circumstances, the two terms ‘ agnihotra ’ and ‘ darshapurrM- 
mdaa' (speaking as they do, of what is already known from other sources) 
could not stand for any other acts; consequently, the sentence must be 
taken as the injunction of the time (which is the only factor not already 
known from other sources). — ‘ But this would set aside (and be contrary to) 
the indication of the Context [whereby the sentence should be the injunction 
of acts connected with the Kui^apdylndmayana, which the ordinary Agni- 
hotra and Darahapurnamdsa are not.y — Well, let the indications of the 
Context be set aside — we do not mind it; Syntactical Connection is more 
authoritative than Context (and the view set forth above is what is got at 
through Syntactical Connection).” 
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In answer to the above, we have the following SiddhdrUa : — ^When a 
sentence is found in a different Context, it can speak of only that act 
to which the Context appertains. — “ But we clearly find the sentence to be 
injunctive of an accessory (Time) for the Agnihotm and the Darshapuri^^ 
tndsa” — Not so, we reply. — “Why?” — Because the sentence in question 
occurs after the phrase ‘ Upasadbhishcharitvd ’, and there are no * Upaaads ’ 
in the Agnihotra or in the Darshapurnamdsa ; — hence it is not possible for 
the sentence to be taken as enjoining the ‘ month ’ in connection with these 
sacrifices. — “ The Upasads also may be taken as enjoined in connection with 
the Agnihotra and the Darshapurnamdsa [by the whole sentence ‘ Upasad- 
bhishcharitvd mdsamagnihotram juhoti, fndsam darshapurnamdsdbhydm 
yajatV.y" — In that case, the sentence being (according to the Purvapaksa) 
injunctive of accessories (for the Agnihotra, etc.), would be enjoining several 
accessories [e.g. (1) the Upasads, (2) the sequence to the Upasads, and 
(3) the month'] ; and this would involve a syntactical split. — In accordance 
with the Siddhdnta, however, no significance would attach to the term 
‘ agnihotra \ which therefore would not qualify the act enjoined, and hence 
there would be no syntactical split. 

[The Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 873-879) does not accept this presentation of 
the Siddhdnta, against which it makes the following observations : — 

Such is the Sicldhanta as represented by the Bhdsya. Hut there is something to 
be said against this. If the two Agnihotras are taken as distinct, only because of 
the fact of there being otherwise a syntactical split, — then the present instance too 
becomes one of Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical split (already dealt 
with above), and not by that of context (which is what is really meant to be shown 
here). Or, again, the actions would be different on account of the impossibility of 
the manifold accessories mentioned in the sentence in question belonging to the 
original Agnihotra ; and thus the necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, 
there would be no room for the functioning of the Difference of Context (towards 
that differentiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occurred in the 
same Context as that of the original Agnihotra, then too, it could not but have been 
taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because of the fact of the necessary details 
herein mentioned being inapplicable to the original Agnihotra. — And further, even 
though the reason shown in the Bhdsya might, with difficulty, establish the 
difference between the two Agnihotras, yet it could do nothing with regard to the 
other sentence in question, wherein the Monthly Darsha-Pvrnamiasa are not 
mentioned as preceded by the Upasads, That is to say, the sentence * Mdsam 
darshapurnamdsdbhydm ’ lays down only the connection of the sacrifice with the 
month : and as such there being no syntactical split, there would be nothing to show 
that the Darshapurnamdsa herein mentioned is different from that mentioned 
before. — Thus then, the explanation of the Siddhanta, as given in the Bhasya being 
found to be untenable, we must explain it in the following manner ; — 

When the accessory, though mentioned in a separate context, is laid down in 
the manner of an independent injunction, — i.e. forms the predicate of the sen- 
tence, — then it can be relegated to the previous action (and should not make any 
difference in it) ; when, however, the accessory is mentioned only as an UdMshya 
(not an object of injunction, but an accomplished thing, forming the subject of the 
sentence), then the action with reference to which it appears must be taken as 
different from the previous Action. In the case in question, we perceive a differ- 
ence between the two Agnihotras, not because of their being mentioned in separate 
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cordextSt but because of the fact of all connection with the previous Context haviny been 
cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnihoira is present in the 
mind at the time that the sentence in question is met with, then the action 
mentioned in this latter cannot but be recognised as different from the previous 
Agmhotra, And es for the difference of contexts^ even though it is present, it does 
not serve any useful purpose with regard to the differentiation ; as we shall show 
under Sdtra II — hi — 25. — Thus then, in the case in question, the Month could not be 
taken as enjoined with reference to the Agnihotra mentioned at a great distance (in 
a previous sentence). Because it is not possible for any person to bring about 
the Month to-day for the sake of any Homa; and as the Month can never be 
the object of an Injunction, and must always retain the character of the 
anupMeya, — it must be admitted that it is the Homa that is laid down with 
reference to the Month ; and as the injunctive potency of this sentence is not in any 
way set aside by the former originative Injunction of the Agnihotra, the Action 
which has been taken as being enjoined with reference to the Month, comes to be 
primarily brought up by the sentence in question. As there can be no originative 
Injunction of that which has already been once enjoined, — we conclude the Action 
laid down in the sentence in question to be distinct from that laid down in the 
previous sentence. 

If, even when the contexts are different, the former action were mentioned by 
a word expressive of an unaccomplished entity, — or the Bhdvand meant to be ex- 
pressed were connected with that unaccomplished entity, — then, in that case, it 
would be concluded that the second sentence simply brings forward the Action 
mentioned in the former sentence, with a view to laying it down with reference to a 
particular result, and in this case, there may be non -difference between the Actions. 
As for instance, in the case of the sentences ‘ Atirdtrashchaturvimsha^, — Prayamya- 
mahah^ chatvdraht Abhiplavdii aadcthafi *, * Prshihyal^ eadahd^ ’, etc. etc., and also in 
the sentence * Varuna-praghdsSsvavahhrtham yanti' — When, on the other hand, 
we find that the injunctiveness occurs in a distinct Context, — is connected with 
distinct results, etc., — partakes of the character of the originative Injunction — and is 
not set aside by the more authoritative originative injunctiveness of any previous 
word which is far removed from it, — then, if such an injunctiveness happens to 
point to a difference between the actions concerned, we cannot but admit such a 
difference. 

It should be noted that the author of the Bhasya also has mentioned the 
Time, which is * anupad^ya', as the ground of differentiation; though he has 
referred to this Time by means of the sentence—* upasadbhishcharitvd ’ (and hence 
there is in reality not much discrepancy in the Bhasya either.] 



ADHiKARA5rA(12) : Sacrifices like the *Agneya' are distinct 
acts performed uoith a view to distinct results. 

StJTRA (26). 

The Result also (is a meaks of differentiation), when 

MENTIONED APART FROM ACTIONS. 

Bhd^ya. 

[All the six Means of Differentiation have been dealt with. We now proceed 
to show another way in which the Difference of Context operates towards differen- 
tiation ; and it is not a seventh means of differentiation that is taken up now. This 
other way consists in the mention of something which is *anupadSya\ i.e. which 
cannot be brought about by human effort, and as such cannot be the object of an 
Injunction; among such things are — Place, Time, Occasion, Result, Object to be 
prepared. From among these, the case of Time has been dealt with under the fore- 
going Adhikarana ; where the Place and Occasion also have been shown (by the Var~ 
tika). We now proceed to deal in the present Adhikarana with the Result (and also 
in the Vartika, with the Object to be prepared).'] 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts — (a) *Agne- 
yarmatdkapdlam nirmpet rukkdmah ’ [‘ Desiring effulgence, one should prepare 
a cake baked on eight pans and dedicate it to Agni*], (cf. Taitti. Sam. 
2. 2. 3. 3), — (h)*Agnlsom%yamekdda8hakapdlam nlrvapU hrahmavarchasakdmah * 
(Taitti. Sam. 2, 3. 3. 3). [Desiring Brahmic glory, one should prepare the 
cake baked on eleven pans and dedicate it to Agni-Soma’], — (c) ‘ Aindragna- 
mekddashakapdlam nirvapet prajdkdmah* f* Desiring offspring, one should 
prepare a cake baked on eleven pans and dedicate it to Indra-Agni*] 
(Taitti. Sarh. 2. 2. 1. 1). 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do these texts lay down 
the particular results (effulgence, Brahmic glory and offspring) in connection 
with the original Agneya (Agnlsomiya and Aindrdgna) sacrifices ? Or do 
they lay down entirely different sacrifices ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — The sentences 
lay down particular results in connection with the original sacrifices ; — why ? 
— because in the Agneya and other sacrifices mentioned in these texts we 
recognise the well-known Agneya and other sa^crifices (already enjoined else- 
where) ; — hence their mention in the sentences in question must be taken as 
a mere reference to those same s€k;rifices, for the purpose of laying down 
their connection with the particular results.” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta: — 
The Result also is a means of differentiation, when it is mentioned apart from 
actions. That is to say, if the sentence in question were a mere reference 
(to a previously enjoined sacrifice), then it could not lay down the result ; as 
in that case, there would be no injunctive word in the sentence ; and it is 
clear that what is not enjoined cannot be the means of bringing about any 
such result as * effulgence \ In fact, if the particular result, effulgence, were 
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all that is enjoined, then, as every result must be evanescent, — there could 
be no connection between such a result and the Agneya and other sacrifices 
which are not evanescent (eternal). — Similarly with the other results (Brahmic 
glory and Offspring). 

From all this it follows that the sentences in question lay down sacrifices 
different from the original Agneya and other sacrifices. 



Adhikaraija (13) : The Aveati brings about its result in 
the shape of food. 

StiTRA (26). 

When thebe is proximity, thebe is no sepaHateness : hence 

THE REPEATED MENTION SERVES THE PURPOSE OF 
POINTING OUT ANOTHER RESULT. 

Bkd§ya, 

[The present Adhikarana is introduced by way of a counter-instance to all the 
foregoing Adhikaranaa based upon non-proximity. The Result mentioned in the 
present Sutra stands for all AnupadSyas — Place, Time, Occasion, etc. — Tantravdrtika 
— Trans., p. 883.] 

There is the Aveati sacrifice spoken of in the text — ‘ Agneyo* atdhapdlah 
puroddsho hhavati ’ [* The cake baked upon eight pans becomes dedicated to 
Agni’]; and in reference to this Aveati, we have the sentence — ‘ Etayd 
annddyakdmam ydjayet^ [‘One should make one perform this (Aves^i), if he 
is desirous of acquiring food ’]. 

In regard to this second sentence, there arises the question — Is the 
action spoken of in the sentence different from the Aveati ? or is it the Av^ti 
itself ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa is that it must be taken to be a 
distinct action, on the grounds set forth in support of the Siddhdnta of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, 

In answer to this Purvapakaa, we have the following Siddhdnta i — As 
there is proximity, the sentence should be regarded as the re))eatpd mention 
of the Aveati itself, for the purpose of pointing out another result ; — and it is 
not a distinct act that is mentioned. — ^Why ? — Because there is no separate- 
ness ; that is to say, the pronoun ‘ etayd ’ (‘ this ’) cannot stand for any action 
other than the Avesti; as the pronoun ‘ this’ must always stand for what is 
in close proximity to it. Hence the sentence should be taken as enjoining 
the same Aveati for one who desires to obtain food. 

“What is the practical use of the present Adhikarana ? ” 

If the action spoken of is the same as the Avesti, then the materials used 
would be the Agneya and other cakes (enjoined in connection with the 
Avesti) ; — while if it is a different sacrifice, then some other material would 
have to be used. 



ADHiKABAiiTA (14): The repeated mention of the * Agnieya' 
is for the purpose of commendation. 

StJTRA (27). 

[POrvapak§a] — “For reasons stated, the AgnSya should be 

UNDERSTOOD AS TO BE REPEATED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Daraha-purruimdaa, there is the Injunction (of 
the Agneya) in the text * Agneyo^atdkapdlo^mdvdaydydm paurnamdaydnchd- 
chyuto hhavati ’ ; — then comes the text * Agneyo'atdkapdlo'mdvdaydydm 
hhavati\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — [Do these two texts mean 
that] the Agniya is to be performed twice ? Or only once ? 

On this question we have the Purvapakaa that — For reaaona atated, the 
Agneya ahouJd be underatood aa to he repeated; (the reason being that) ‘ [the 
repetition of the same word should also indicate difference among acts,] — 
hecauae, if there were no difference, the repetition would he uaeleaa^ (Sutra 
2 . 2 . 2 ).” 


kSUTRA (28). 

[Siddhanta] — The action being found to be undifferentiated, 

THERE SHOULD BE NO REPETITION OF THE SAME ACT SIMPLY 
BECAUSE IT IS MENTIONED TWICE, 

Bhdsya, 

That the Agneya should be performed twice is not the right view. — 
Why ? — Because there is no word (in the text) signifying such repetition. — 
‘‘The word ^agneya' itself, being repeated, should lay down the second 
performance.” — Not so, we reply ; the repetition of the word cannot convey 
the idea that what is expressed by it should be repeated ; because when some- 
thing is expressed by the word when pronounced first, it will remain the 
same thing even though the word be repeated a hundred times, — it will be 
no other. — “ If the word mentioned the same thing that has been mentioned 
before, without any difference, then it would be useless.” — Let it be useless ; 
even so, it cannot signify anything else ; in fact, it may be reasonable to 
regard the repetition as useless, but it can never be rec^onable to take it as 
signifying something different (from what it has signified before). — From this 
we conclude that the Agniya is not to be performed twice. 
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StJTRA (29). 

Or, the repetition may be taken as serving a different 

PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

Or, we need not regard the repetition as useless ; what we mean is that 
it may be taken as serving the purpose of commendation. 

Objection — ** What would be the purpose served by this commendation ? 
When the Agneya has alreeidy been enjoined by a previous text, which is 
already accompanied by a commendatory declaration, for the purpose of 
enjoining of what would the Veda put forward another commendatory state- 
ment ? It has already been pointed out under Sutra 1. 2. 1 that ‘ Inasmuch 
as the Veda is meant to serve the purpose of enjoining actions, what does 
not serve that purpose is useless ’ ; so that, if there is a mere assertion, which 
does not serve the purpose of enjoining anything, it has to be regarded as 
useless. Because whether the same fact is reasserted or not, it remains just 
the same ; just as whether a Deity is mentioned or not mentioned, it accom- 
plishes the purposes of an accessory. — [The sense of this last clause is not 
quite clear. The Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 889, has the following interesting 
note — ‘ We do not quite understand what this means ; though on looking 
into it closely, it seems that it recalls what has gone before under the 
Mahendrddhikarana, Su. 2. 1. 18. The sense thus is that, though greatness 
(Mahattva) does not form an integral part of the Deity Mahendrat yet, 
inasmuch as in one case mere Indra (without the epithet mdhdn) fulfils the 
functions of the Deity, the epithet mahdn would be useless in an Arthavdda 
that would refer to the Injunction; exactly so in the case in question an 
independent commendation, standing by itself, would be altogether meaning- 
less.’] ” 

Answer — The repetition serves a different purpose ; it serves the purpose 
of enjoining, not the Agneya^ but, the Aindrdgna ; — the meaning being — * The 
Agneya offering of the cake baked on eight pans performed on the Araavasya 
day is all right, — but it is not quite perfect when the offering is made to 
Agm alone, — it becomes quite perfect when it is offered to Agni accompanied 
by Indra, — hence the offering should be made to Indra- Agni*. 


[We have found in this Pdda that there are six means of differentiating 
Actions. The Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 885-886) has the following note — In another 
commentary (perhaps, by Bhavaddsa) only four such means have been mentioned — - 
(1) Different words, (2) Different names, (3) Different Accessories and (4) Different 
Results. He has included * Repetition ’ and ‘ Number ’ under * Different Words *, 
and * Different Context * under ‘ Different Results’. — But this is open to objection. 
(For details of discussion see Tantravdrtika.)'] 


End of Pdda Hi of Discourse II. 



DISCOURSE II. 

PADA IV. 

Adhikaraija (1) : Treating of the Life-long Agnihotra. 

StJTRA (1). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA]— ‘‘ T he Life-long repetition is a property 
OF THE Action, — because of the Context'’. 

Bhdsya, 

In the Bahvrcha-Brdhmana wo find the text — ‘ Ydmjjlvam agnihotram 
juhotV [‘One performs the Agnihotra as long as he lives’], ^Ydmjjlvam 
darshapurnamdadhhydm yajeta ’ [* One should perform the Darshupurrmindsa 
as long as he lives’]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the Life-long Repetition 
enjoined here a property of the act ? Is the life-long -ness enjoined as a 
property of the act, meaning that there is to be a repetition of it throughout 
one’s life ? Or is the life-long -ness enjoined as a property of the Agent, i.e. 
a necessary duty for him ? Does the sentence lay down the life-long -ness as 
a property of the Act, the sense being that the Act is to be repeated as long 
as the man lives ? Or does it lay down the life-long -ness as a property of the 
Agent, the sense being that the act forms his necessary duty ? — 

Question — “ In what case would the life-long-ness be a property of the 
Act — and in what case would it be a property of the Agent ? ” 

Answer — In case the term * juhoti ’ (‘ performs ’) in the first sentence is 
a mere reference to the act of performing the Homa (enjoined elsewhere), and 
the life-long-ness is the object of injunction by the sentence, — the Repeti- 
tion would be a property of the Act ; on the other hand, if it is otherwise [i.e. 
if the life-long-ness is a mere reference or reiteration, and the act of perform- 
ing the Homa is the object of the Injunction], then what is enjoined is a 
necessary duty for the Agent. 

[The exact significance of this Adhikarana in general, and of the Question in 
particular will be clear from the following extract from the Tantravartika 
— Trans., pp. 890-891. 

Objection : ‘‘Whether a word expresses the property of an action or that ot the 
Agent, is a question connected with the subject-matter of the Third Adhyaya; 
and hence its introduction here seems to be wholly irrelevant.” — To this some peo- 
ple make the following reply ; The treatment of the subject-matter of the Second 
AdhySya itself having been finished, and the Third Adhyaya also being near 
at hand, there is nothing very incongruous in the introduction, at this stage, 
of a subject connected with the latter. — But this explanation is scarcely right. 
Because we have still got to consider the question of the difference or non-difference 
of Actions as mentioned in the various texts of the same Veda (and as such all the 
subjects of the Second Adhyaya have not yet been exhausted). — We must therefore 
explain the relevancy of the Adhikarana in the following manner: Just as the 
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causes of difference operate towards the differentiation of the forms of Actions^ 
so also do they operate towards that of their performances. Hence with regard to 
the Agnihotra, etc., qualified as they are by the mention of * life-long \ there arises 
a question as to whether each of its daily performances is a distinct action in itself, 
or all the daily performances go to form a single Action meant to bring about 
a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance is the whole 
of one’s life ? If then, the time— whole of one’s life— were laid down as a property 
of the action, then the mere offering of the Morning and Evening libations — 
in accordance with the injunctions “he should offer the morning libation with 
the mantra ‘ Suryo jyotih , etc.’, ” and “he should offer the evening libation with the 
mantra * Agnir jyotih, etc.’” would not be enough to complete the Agnihotra, 
till the specified time— ‘ life-long ’—expires ; and hence a performance of the 
Agnihotra would come to be made up of many daily repetitions; just as the 
performance of the Jyotietoma is made up of the repetition of the same process 
with regard to each of the many Orahas. If, on the other hand, ‘ living’ be taken 
as the occasion (or cause), with reference to which the sentence lays down the 
Action,- -then, inasmuch as the occasion would last till the performer lasts, the 
Action would come to be enjoined without reference to any desirable result ; and 
such a neglect of the performance being sinful, it would be necessary for the 
Man to perform it as long as he lives, either for the fulfilment of his own duty, 
or for the avoiding of the sin incurred by the non-performance of a necessary 
duty; and hence in this case, the sentence would lay down a necessary duty 
for the man. And in this case the occasion of the Agnihotra performance would be 
Morning and Evening together with the life of the agent ; and hence as this occasion 
would present itself every day, the Action would be complete every day also ; and 
the complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated each day ; — the 
performance of each day forming a distinct Action by itself (independently of 
the other days’ performance). — For these reasons we must conclude that the 
Biiasya has put the question in the form that it has, simply with a view to the dis- 
tinctness or otherwise of the performance ; as it is this that comes to be the upshot 
of the question put by the Bhasya.] 

On this question, we have the following Furvapaksa : — 

[** The repetition is a property of the Action; — why? — because of the 
Context. That is to say, the significance of the Context is maintained only if 
we accept the interpretation that the roots ' hu'' (in the first sentence) 
and ‘ yaj ’ (in the second sentence) are mere references to the actions 
(enjoined elsewhere), — and ‘ Ydvajjlvam ’ (* life-long ’) is what is enjoined ; — 
so that there is repetition (and all the repetitions go to form the complete 
Act, of the Agnihotra or the JJarshapurnamdsa). — When this is the explana- 
tion, then alone the glorification of the sacrifices, as contained in the 
sentence, ‘Imperishable is the sacrifice called Agnihotra, as also that called 
Darshapurnamdsa ’, would be applicable to the sacrifices, on the basis of the 
common factor of long time (implied by ‘life-long’ and ‘imperishable’). 
For this reason there is to be repetition [and all the daily repetitions 
constitute a single performance of the one act of Agnihotra, and ‘ life-long ’ 
is a qualification of this one act — says Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 891.”] 
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SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the property is of the Agent; 

BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT SIGNIFICATION OF THE TEXT. 

Bhdsya, 

What we assert is that the sentence should not be taken as laying 
down the life-long character of the whole act (of Agnihotra or Darshapurna- 
mdsa) as consisting of the repetitions of the performance, — and that what 
the sentence lays down is the necessary duty for the Agent qualified by the 
property ‘ life-long ’ [i.e. the duty to be performed by the Agent as long as he 
lives,] Why so ? — Because of the direct signification of the text ; that is, it is 
only thus that the sense of the text would be what is directly signified by it ; 
any other sense would involve recourse to indirect (figurative) interpretation. 
— “ How so ? ” — If the meaning were taken to bo that ‘ one should perform 
the act during all the time that one is alive’, — then such performance of the 
Agnihotra during the whole life-time could not be accomplished except by 
repeating the Agnihotra which is really completed every evening ; — nor 
could such performance of the Darshapdrnamdsa during the whole life-time 
be accomplished without repeating the acts of Darsha and Purnamdsa 
which are completed on every Amdvdsyd and Purnamdsl respectively. — It 
might be argued that — ‘‘ what is done during a part of the life-time may be 
regarded as done during the life-time,"^ — But that is not so ; as such a fact 
could only be got at by implication, it could not be enjoined by the word ; 
that is, what the sentence means is that ‘ the act is to be completed during 
the time that is measured by the life-time of the performer ’, — and it is this 
that may imply the idea that * there should be many repetitions of the act 
of Agnihotra ’ ; such repetition, which would be declared as to he done, is not 
directly signified by either of the two verbs ^ juhoti ’ and ‘ yajati ’ ; it is got 
at onlj^ by indirect indication, — the words ‘ one should perform the Homa as 
long as he lives’ being taken as indirectly indicating (through the context) 
the idea that ‘the action should be repeated as long as he lives’; — and 
Direct Assertion is stronger than Indirect Indication. 

On the other hand, if the sentence is construed in such a manner as to 
take the phrase ‘as long as one lives’ as a mere reference (to what is 
already known), and the verbs ^ juhoti^ and ^ yajati^ as injunctive of the 
acts (Agnihotra Darshapurnamdsa), — then, in that case, these two 

words ^ juhoti ’ and ‘ yajati ’ retain their direct significations, — and the phrase 
‘ as long as one lives ’ also would, in this case, stand for the ‘ being alive ’ of 
the Agent, which is what is directly expressed by it, — and not for repetition, 
which it can only indicate indirectly. Thus then, what is enjoined by the 
text is the act (of Agnihotra or Darshapurrmmdsa) as contingent upon the 
‘ being alive ’ of the man ; the sense being that * the Homa should be 
performed if the nmn is living ’ ; so what the performance of the Act is 
contingent upon is the ‘ being alive ’ of the agent, and not the time (of his 
life) ; — and thus the act being contingent upon a constant factor, it is 
spoken of as a constant (necessary) duty; hence what is enjoined is a 
property of the Agent, in the shape of a necessary duty. 

[In the Siddhanta the term * ydvajjivam ’ directly denotes the living, being 
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alive, of the Agent as the condition essential for the performance of the act ; and 
the word *juhoti * also directly denotes the action of Homa done in the Agnihotra . — 
In the Purvapaksa, on the other hand, the ‘ being alive ’ of the agent is made to 
indicate the time of his living, and the word *j‘uhoti * is made to indicate repetition. 
In this case therefore it becomes necessary to reject the direct connotation of the 
words (* yavajjlvam ’ and *juhoti ’), and accept the indirect indication of Time and 
Repetition ; so that the Injunction, instead of being based upon Direct Signification, 
becomes based upon Indirect Indication. — TanfravorfiJka—Trans., p. 893.] 

SUTRA (3). 

Also because we find indicatives; if the property belonged 
TO THE Action, it would fill up the whole of it and 
the rest would be meaningless. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text is indicative of the Siddhdnta view — ‘ Api ha vd esa 
svargallokachhidyate yo darshapurnamdaaydji paurmtmdsiniarndvdaydm vd 
atipdtayet* [‘That performer of the Darshapurnamdsa becomes deprived of 
heaven who transgresses the Amdvdayd and the Paurndmdax days ’] (cf. Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 2. 5. 4). — “How is this indicative of the Siddhdnta view ?” — If the 
property belonged to the Act, then the Sacrifice once begun would be com- 
pleted only after the lapse of the whole life-time of the man ; so that in that 
case, there would be no such ‘ transgressing * of the time of the sacrifice as is 
mentioned in the sentence just quoted ; so that all the rest of the sentence — 
where expiatory rites are laid down for such transgression — would be mean- 
ingless. 

SUTRA (4). 

[There is also a text which] speaks of the completion 
[of the act] ; if there is time left (after that 
completion), the Acts must be distinct. 

Bhdsya. 

We find the completion of the act spoken of in such texts as * Daraha- 
purnamdsdhhydm iatvd aoniena yajeta^ [‘Having performed the Daraha- 
purnamdaa, one should perform the Soma sacrifice *] ; i^» after the Daraha- 
purrmmdaa has been completed, there is time left for the performance of the 
<S^oma-sacrifice (as is mentioned in the sentence quoted), then it is clear that 
the two sacrifices, Daraha and Purnamdaa, do not require the man’s whole 
life-time for their completion. — If on the other hand, ‘ being alive ’ is the 
condition for the performance of the sacrifice, then it becomes possible for 
the acts {Darahapuri^mdaa and the Soma) to be distinct acts (and to be 
performed as such); so that the meaning of the sentence would be that 
‘ after having completed the Darahapurfiamaaa sacrifices, one should perform 
the Soma sacrifice.’ 

Further, there is the text — ‘ Ahitdgnirvd eaa yd* gnihotram juhoti na 
darahapurtiamdaau yajeta yd dhutihhdjo devatdatd anudhydyinlh karoti * [‘ If a 
man who has established the fire performs the Agnihotra, but omits to 
perform the Darahapurryimdaa, he makes these Deities who are entitled to 
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the offerings pine for them’] ; here we find the text speaking of the deities as 
' pining for the offerings ’ ; and this mention of the * pining ’ is justifiable 
only if the offering that is not mfkde is one that is compulsory (not 
voluntary) ; if an offering is not compulsory, then it is not possible for the 
deities to ‘ pine ’ for it ; the offering can be regarded as compulsory only in 
accordance with the view that the sacrifice is enjoined as a necessary duty, 
not under the view that it is voluntary. If therefore the property in 
question (life-long) belonged to the Action, the Agnihotra as well as the 
Darahapurnamasa would become voluntary acts. Hence the only correct 
view is that the act spoken of is a necessary duty. 

Lastly, there is the text — ‘ Jardmaryam vd etat satram yadagnihotram 
darahapurnamdsancha^ jarayd ka vd etdbhydm nirmuchyati * [* The Agnihotra 
and the DaraJmpurrmmdaa are imperishable, one becomes freed from the 
responsibility of performing these only by old age or by death ’] ; this 
declaration of one becoming absolved only through old age or death is 
compatible only with the view that the act is compulsory ; if the acts were 
voluntary (not compulsory), then the man could escape from their per- 
formance by simply not performing them. 

8UTRA (5). 

Then again, if the acts were not compulsory, it could not 
BE so (as described IN THE TEXTS). 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ tu * connotes cumulation ; the sense is that for the following 
reason also we feel that the sentence lays down the property of the Agent 
and enjoins a compulsory duty. — If the sentence in question were taken as 
enjoining an accessory (i.e. time) for the acts already enjoined elsewhere, 
there would be only one Agnihotra offering, and that also would not be 
compulsory ; as no other action which is mentioned as connected with a 
definite result [as the Agnihotra is mentioned in its original injunction 
‘ Agnihotram juhuydt avargakdmah ’] is ever regarded as compulsory ; and if 
the acts were taken as not compulaory (voluntary), that would be repugnant 
to what is stated in the text * Jardmaryam vd etat aatram yadagnihotram 
darahapurnamdaahcha, jarayd vd etdbhydm nirmuchyate mrtyund cha .^ — 
“ Why should it be repugnant to this text ? ” — The declaration that 
‘one can escape from the performance of these acts only by old age or 
death * is justifiable only if the acts are compulsory ; if they were voluntary, 
then one could escape from their performance by simply not performing 
them. 

SUTRA (6). 

Then again, there is incongruity also, as before. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the sentence does not lay 
down the repetition of the previously-en joined sacrifice, or an accessory 
relating to it, — ^Why ? — Because there ia incongruity ; the * incongruity ’ 
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would be that the Saurya and other sacrifices also — which are modifications 
of the archetypal Darahapurnamdsa — would have to be repeated as long as 
one lived ; — and this would be a conclusion not vouchsafed by any text at 
all. — From this also it follows that the sentence lays down a compulsory 
(luty. — This same compulsory character of the sacrifices is borne out by its 
glorification also (such as contained in the text ‘ Jardmaryam, etc.*). 

SUTRA (7). 

Inasmuch as the property belongs to the Agent, what is 

SPOKEN OF AS THE TIME SHOULD BE THE CONDITION (ON 
WHICH THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ACT WOULD 
BE CONTINGENT). 

Bhdsya. 

If the sentence is taken as laying down a property of the Agent, and 
also the compulsory character of the act, then ‘ being alive * would be the 
condition, — i.e. the performance of the act would be enjoined as contingent 
upon the agent ‘ being alive ’ ; and in that case, the act would be complete 
with each (daily) performance of it; and this would be in keeping with the 
mention of completion (spoken of in Su. 4). 

From all this it follows that what is enjoined is the property of the 
Agent and also the compulsory character of the Act. 



Adhikabai^a (2): If an act is mentioned in several 
rec^ensional texts^ it should be regarded as one 
and the same. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PtJBVAPAK^Aj — “ If an act IS MENTIONED IN DIFFERENT RECEN- 
SIGNAL TEDCTS, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS DIFFERENT, — BECAUSE 
OF DIFFERENCES — (1) IN NAME, (2) IN FORM, AND 
(3) IN PARTICULAR DETAILS ; AND BECAUSE 
OF (4) REPETITION, (5) DEPRECATION, 

(6) INCAPACITY, (7) DECLARATION 
OF COMPLETION, (8) EXPIA- 
TORY RITES AND (9) PER- 
CEPTION OF DISTINCT 
PURPOSES 

Bhdsya. 

[The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there are no 
grounds for the differentiation of actions except those already described. To this 
end certain other likely grounds of differentiation are put forward and rejected; 
and in course of this discussion it will bo found that every one of these suggested 
grounds of differentiation is included in one or other of those already described 
Bhove—Tantravartika — Trans., p. 902], 

The texts to be dealt with hero are all the variou.s Recensions of the V’’eda 
— such as Kdfhaka, Kdldpaka, Paippalddaka and so forth. — In this connec- 
tion there arises the ([uestion — If any one Act, such as the Agnihotra, has 
boon mentioned in one Recensional Text, — and it is again mtnitioned in 
another Recensional Text, — is this latter act different from the former? 
Or not different from it ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakpa ; — 

“It should be taken as a different act. — Why? — (1) Because there is 
difference in name: one is called * Kdthaka" and the other, * Kdldpaka' ; 
and this difference in the names makes the actions different. — ‘But these 
are names of texts (not of acts)\ — ^True; but what wo mean is that these 
are names of acts also ; inasmuch as they are found to be applied to, and 
spoken of, by means of words with the same case-endings as — the acts 
[when, e.g. people speak of * Kdthakam agnihotram\ * Kdldpakan agni- 
hotram' and so forth]. — (2) Because there is difference in farm; e.g. in one 
Recensional Text, the Agnisomlya cake is spoken of as • baked upon 
eleven pans’, while in another the same is spoken of as * baked upon 
twelve pans’; and when the forms are different, how can the acts be not 
different? — (3) Because there is difference in particular details; people 
belonging to the Taittirlya Recension eat on the groimd while they are 
studying the texts dealing with the * Kdrirl* sacrifice; those belonging to 
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other Recensions do not do so ; — similarl^^ while studying the ‘ Agni ' 
Section, some people fetch jarfulls of water for the Teacher, while others do 
not do so ; — similarly wliile studying the ‘ Ashvamidha ’ Section, some 
people fetch grass for the horse, while others do not do so; while there are 
yet others who perform other details. Thus in the cose of persons belonging 
to one Recension, a sacrifice like the Ashvamedha requires nt their hands help 
in the shape of grass for the horse and such other things, — while in the case 
of persons belonging to other Recensions, the sacrifice does not require 
that help; — now if the Aahvamedhaa mentioned in the two texts were one 
and the same, how could it require these from one person and not fmm 
another V How too could it require any other help ? Hence it follows that 
the AshmynMha mentioned in one text is different from that mentionod in the 
other. — (4) Because (of the incotvgruity) of repetition; if the act mentionod in 
all Recensional Texts were one and the same, then the act having been 
already mentioned in one text, its mention in another text would be a 
needless repetition. This undesirable contingency does not arise if the act 
is different; — for this reason also the act must bo different. — (6) Because 
there are deprecatory declarations ; — persons belonging to some Recensional 
Texts deprecate the offering of Homa before sunrise (at the Agnihotra) in 
the following terms — * Prdtah prdfaranrtantS vadanti purodaydjjuhmti 
ye'gnihotramt dimklrtyam adivd kirtayaniah suryo jyotirna tadd jyotiresdm' 
[‘Those who, at the Agnihotra^ offer the Honia before sunrise utter an 
untruth morning after morning, when they say not by day what should 
be said by day: Sfirya is not the light for them at the time*]; — while 
in the following terms some people deprecate the offering of Homa after 
sunrise — ‘ Yathd atiihnye pradrutdya annamdharPyuh iddrk tat. yadi udite 
juhoati' [‘If people make the offering of Homa after sunrise it is like 
bringing up food for the guest after he has departed * — Sluinkhd. 13ra. 
2. 9; Tai. Bra. 2. 1. 2. 12]; — all this would be incongruous if the act 
mentioned in the several recensional texts were one and the same; not 
so, if it were different; — for this reason also the act is different. — (0) 
Because of incapacity ; — people would never be able to carry out all the 
details that may have been laid down in all the R(*consional Texts in 
which the particular act may have been mentioned [and it would be 
neces-sary to do this if it were the same act mentioned in all the texts]; so 
that in many cases it might be declared that something is being done 
which has not been laid down anywhere; — on the other hand, if the act 
were different, then it would be quite possible to gather all the information 
bearing upon its details (from the particular Recension where it occurs) ; — for 
this reason also the act should be regarded as different. — (7) Because of the 
declaration of completion; there is a declaration of completion even when 
there is no completion ; for instance, some people say ‘ our fire is complete * 
at a certain point, while others declare it to be complete at another point ; — 
this would not be possible if it w^ere the same act ; because at any one 
point, one and the same act could not be both complete and incomplete; 
such distinction is proper if the actions are different. For this reason also 
the Actions must be different. — (8) Because expiatory rites have been laid 
down ; — some texts lay down an expiatory rite to be performed for the 
21 
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neglect of the Homo, before sunrise \ others lay down an expiatory, rite to be 
performed for the neglect of Homa after sunrise^ as also at its prolongation 
(by reason of the Honm before sunrise having been neglected before sunrise 
and hence performed after sunrise, thereby prolonging the time of the 
Homa after sunrise). If the ckcts were the same, there could not be two 
kinds of ‘ prolongation ’ ; if, on the other hand, the acts are distinct, the 
pre-sunrise Homa becomes ‘ prolonged ’ if done after sunrise, as in that 
case the other (the pre-sunrise) Homa also has to be done after sunrise. 
For this reason also the Acts must be different.— (9) Also because there is 
perception of distinct purposes ; — for instance, (a) in one text we find the 
text — ^ Yadi purd didllcsdndh. . . .atha yndi didlksdnah*, which means 
(according to the Tantravdrtika) that * if the sacrificer happens to be previously 
initiated, he should employ the Atirdtra of the lirhatsdma, as the Rathantara- 
Sdma will have been already employed at the previous initiation, while if 
ho does not happen to have been previously initiated, he should employ the 
Rathantara' ; — according to this passage, there would be a possibility of the 
sacrificers at the Dvddashdha being found to be such as have previously 
performed the sacrifice (of the J yotistoma), as also such as have not so 
performed the sacrifice ; And this could be possible only if the Act were 
different ; it could not be possible if the act were one and the same. — Why 
so ? — Because in the Tdndaka wo read that ' tho Jyofisfoma is the very 
first of (Soma) sacrifices, and if anyone performs another (Soma) sacrifice 
without having performed the Jyotistoma, there would be falling into a pit, 
or he would di(^ ’ (Tandya-Bra. 16. 1. 2); and this necessity of tho pre- 
vious porformauce of tho Jyotistorna would bo applicable to all cases (if 
tho Act wore one and the same) ; and it would not bo possible to have 
any uninitiated sacrificer at the Dvddashdha (as every one would, according 
to tho Tdndya text, have already performed tho Jyotistorna). For this 
reason also the Act must be different. — |Tho first text speaks of the pos- 
sibility of the performer at the Dvddashdha being one who has under- 
gone a previous initiation, as also of his being one who has not under- 
gone it; — according to the second, Tdfuiya, text the Jyotistonui is the 
sacrifice that should be performed first; according to which the per- 
former of the Dvadaslwha or any other sacrifice must always be one who has 
previously performed the J yotistoma ; so that it would never be possible to 
have a sacrificer of the Dvddashdha to be one who has not performed the 
Jyotiptoma ; — now if the Jyotistorna spoken of in connection with the first 
text were the same as the spoken of in the second text, then there 

should not be any such uncertainty regarding previous initiation as has 
been mentioned in the first text; for if the Jyotistorna mentioned in all the 
texts are one and the same, then, according to the second text, in the ease 
of all recensional texts, and in all cases, the first (Soma) sacrifice to be 
performed would always be the Jyotistorna, at which the sckcrificer will have 
been already initiated ; so that the contingency of his being uninitiated at 
the performance of the Dvddashdha would be impossible ; as it would not be 
possible for the sacrificer of any other (Soma) sacrifice not to have already 
performed the Jyotistorna and undergone the initiation in connection with it. 
— Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 906.] 
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(6) Another text indicative of the same conclusion from a similar 

reason, we have in the following — * Yat pakaasammitam vedisammiUjd 

minot}' (Maitra-Sam. 3. 4. 8), which mentions the two methods of measuring 
the Shldashinl (a set of eleven sacrificial posts) by the * Paksa' (Axle) and 
by the ' Vecli' (Altar), and deprecating and rejecting the former, favours 
the latter; this would bo possible only if the Act were different; for if 
the act were one and the same, then it would not be possible to do the 
measuring, in one case, by the * Vedi' at all. — Why so? — Because the 
readers of one Recension declare that ‘the interstices of tho Sacrificial 
Posts should be of the measure of the aksn (axle) of tho chariot’ (Tai. Sam. 
6 6. 4. 1), according to which, at all performances of tho act, tho measur- 
ing would have to be done by the *axle" (as heroin declared); and there 
would be no possibility of any measuring being done either by tho ‘ axle ’ 
or by the * altar \ so that no favouring or accepting of the measuring 
by the * altar' would be possible. For this reason also tho ai^t must bo 
different (so that at one the measuring would be done by the ‘ axle ’ and 
at another by the * altar'). 

(c) Another text indicative of the same conclusion is tho following ; — 
According to some recensions, we find it declared in (jonnection with tho 
Jijotistoma that * there is to bo an exc^ess of only two vi^rsos in tli(> chant 
over and above tho Viraj ', — while ac*cording to other recensions ‘there is 
an excess of three over and above the Virdj' \ then^ would thus bo nn 
incongruity if tho act of Jgotistonia spoken of in the t-wo texts wore one and 
the same; on the other hand, if they are two different a(*ts, then, at one 
Jijotistoma there would be ‘two’ and at another ‘three’; for this reason 
also the Act must be different. 

(d) Further, in connection with tho Sdrasvata sacrificts wo read that 
‘ the Puroddshins sit down [v. 1. fast, ‘ upavasantl ’] while the Sannaygins hold 
the calves’; of these tho Sdnndygins are those who have performed pre- 
viously the (Soma) sacrifice, and the Puroddshins aro those who have not ])er- 
formed it; now the presence of both of these at tho Sdrasrala would bo 
possible only if tf^ Sdrasi'aUi sacrifice inentionod in the different reconsional 
texts were different; for if the Sdrasvata were one and the same, then 
(according to the Tandya text cpioted above) tho Jyotistomi will have boon 
performed before in all cases (by all the persons concerned in the perform- 
ance of the Sdrasvata or any other Soma sacTifico) ; so that there would bo 
no possibility of any such priests being present at tho Sdrasmta as have not 
perfortned a previous Soma sacrifice (i.e. Puroijidshins). 

(e) Then again, in one recension wo meet with the text ‘ Upahavyah^ 
niruktah, agnistomo yajho rathantarasdmd, ashixih shydvo daksind, ' ( Tandy a- 
Bra. 18. 3)*,— while in another we read, ‘ Upahavyah aniruktah, tikthyo yajho 
brhatsdnidy ashvah shveto rukmalaldto daksind' (which is entirely at variance 
with the former sentence); if the act (Upahavya) spoken of in these texts 
were one and the same, then the specification of the two sdmans, Brhat and 
Rathantara, would be superfluous; for, according to one or the other of these 
two texts, the act would be cw^companied either by the BrhaUSdrmn or tho 
Rathantara-Sdman, and the presence of those Sdtnans would come in at tho 
Upahavya (even without their being mentioned in tho texts cpioted) as 
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forming part of its archetype; — on the other hand, if the two Ujmhavyas 
are different acts, then the one at which Brhat-aaman is used would be 
totally different from that at which the Rathantara-adman is used ; hence 
the specification of these in the two texts is quite right and proper. 

From all this it follows that the act mentioned in one recensional text 
is different from the same mentioned in another recensional text.” 

SCTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Act is one only, because of 

THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE IN (1) CONNECTION, (2) FORM, 

(3) INJUNCTION, AND (4) NAME. 

Bhdaya. 

The view that “ the act mentioned in one recensional text is different 
from the same mentioned in another recensional text ” is not right; because 
as a matter of fact, the oat mentioned in ail reconsiotial and Brahmana texts 
is one and the same; — (1) because there is no dijference in the connection of 
the purpose; i.e. we actually recognise the act to be the same and laid down 
with a view to the same purpose; — (2) the form of the act also — as consist- 
ing in the Material and the Deity — is the same; — (3) the injunction of 
human activity also is found to be exactly the same; and (4) there is no 
difference in the name, — Hence the (;on<*lusion that the act mentioned in all 
the recensional and other texts is one and the same. 

SUTRA (10). 

[Answer to argu.ment (1) ov tub PCrvapakjja] — There 

COULD BE NO DIFFERENCE BASED UPON NAME ; AS THE 
NAMES BELON(J TO THE V'BDAS |ACC. TO READING 

‘ciiodanabhidhanatvat'J or, the names do 

NOT APPLY TO THE INJUNCTIONS OF ACTS 
— I ACC. TO READING ‘ ACHODANABHIDHA- 
NATVAT ’ ]. 

Bhf^ya, 

It has been argued above [(1) under Siitra 8J that “the difference of 
the Act is based upon the difference of the names Kdt}uika\ * Kdldpaka' 
and so forth]’*, — this has been answered (in the Bhasya imdor the same 
SQtra) by the argument that the names are those of texts (not acts) ; — 
this answer has been met (by the Purvapaksitif under the same Sutra) by 
the argument that “ the names are actually found to be applied to acts 
also’*. 

Now the answer (given in the present Sutra) to this argument of the 
PHtrvapakain is as follows ; — The argument propounded does not affect our 
position ; because as a matter of fact, it is by reason of its connection with 
the text that the act is called * Kdfhaka^ (or * Kdldpaka ' etc.), — and it is not 
that it is by reason of its connection with the act that the text is called 
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•Kdthnka^ (or * Kaldpaka' etc.).— “How is this got at?”— As a matter of 
fact, what we find is that when an act is connected with the tejrt called 
* Kdthaka \ it comes to be spoken of as * Kdthaka\ — “ What even if this is 
so?” — When the Act is called ^Kdthaka* or ‘ KdUipnka' bccaiiso it is 
connected with the text Kdthnka or the (ext Kuldpaka, — then it is possible 
for one and the same act to be called ‘ K(Vhaka\ by reason of its connection 
with the text Kdthxikat and also to be called ‘ Kdidpaka ’ by reason of its 
connection with the text Kdhlpaka [so that the application of tlieso mmea 
cannot prove that the Act must be different]. 


8UTRA (11). 

All acts would become one act [if the acts were rbc^arded 
AS different on the oround of the different 

NAMES ‘ KatHAKA ’ BTC.]. 

Bhd^Vfa, 

If the act mentioned in the Kdthaka recension were to be' regarded 
as difft'rent from the same act mentioned in the Kail pa kn recension, on tho 
ground of these different names * Kdthaka" and ‘ Kdllpnka" being applied 
to tho act, — then all thoS(^ acts would have to be regarded as om» and 
the same to which any sneh single namt> would bt^ applicable; i.e., all 
the acts that are calk'd * Kdthaka" (by reason of their being a]iok(*n of 
in the Kdthaka recension) would have to bo regarded as ont^ and the same; 
so that the Agnihotmt the Darshapwmmdaa and th(^ J poli stoma, — io which 
tho single name * Kdthaka" would be applicable (on tho ground of th(dr 
being spoken of in that text) — would have to bo regarded as one and tho 
same act, <jn the ground of tho one name being applicable to them all. — 
In reality, however, all these acts are never regarded as on<' and the sarnc^ 
For this reason also, the act (mentioiH'd in one* text) must be* tn^atod as 
ont' and the same as that act (mentioned in atiother t(*xt). 


SUTRA (12). 

Further, the name is one that has been coined. 

Bhdsya. 

Further, tho name Kdthaka*, as applied to the act) could only bo ono 
that has been coined in modern times, — one that did not exist from before, 
but was applied to the particular recension only since tho time of tho 
Teacher of the name of Katha who proved himself to be an expert in the 
teaching of that particular recension. (See under Siitra 1. 1. 30.) Under 
the circumstances (if the application of the name were to make the act 
different, then) it would come to this that the act was not different before 
(the appearance of that Teacher and the consequent coining of the name 
‘ Kdthaka *), but it is different now ; — which is absurd ! 
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SUTEA (13). 

[Answer to argument (2) under SCtra 8] — Even though 
THE Act be one and the same, it may have 
DIVERSE FORMS. 

Bhdsya, 

Even when the. act is one and the same, there may be diversity in its 
form, if there are texts to that effect. But, if there is such difference in the 
form according to express texts, that does not lead us to regard the act as 
different when they are not actually recognised as different. 


SUTRA (14). 

[Answer to Argument (3) under SUtra S]— The Injunction 

RKGARDINc; DETAILS PERTAINS TO THE LEARMNCt 
OF THE TEXTS. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the argument that “ther(‘ is diftVnaice in the particular 
dt'tails’*, — these ditferent details have been set forth with reference to th(* 
mastering of particular tt^xts, and not with reh^ronce to the i)erforinanc(* of 
the act.—- “How do you know this?” — 'Fhis is cU^ar from thi' fact that in 
support of the diversity of details of tlu’ Rite, there is neith(‘r Direct Ahsia- 
tion (nor Indicative mark, nor Syntactical Coniua-tion, nor (’out ext, nor 
Position, nor Nam**); -and that it is only found with refer(*nee to the study 
of the texts, and not to the performance of the rituals. 


SUTRA (lo). 

(Says the gppgnkntI— “ The repeated mention will be as in 

THE CASE OF ‘ A(;n£YA 
Bhdsjia, 

In argument (4) under Sfi. 8, the Purrapaksin has declared tho contin. 
gency of needless repetition as a ground for holding tho Act to be different ; 
the sense of this argument is that — “ in the case of tho repeated mention of 
the Aijneya in connection of tho Amdnlityil sacrifice (dealt with under Sii. 
2. 3. 27-29), tho view that the act (Agniya) should be repeaU*d has been 
rejected on the ground that it would involve needless repetition of the same 
act; on the same ground, that it would involve needless repetition, in the 

present case also, the view that ‘ it is tho same act’ should be rejected”. 

Now this argument of the PiirvajHikain has got to be answered. — The 
present Sutm is to be taken as reiterating the Purmjmksa argument. 
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RCTRA (16). 

[Answer] — In fact, however, there is no repetition, 

AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE METHOD OF 

declaration. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, there is no repetition at all ; it is the same subject 
of Agnihotra that is spoken of again and again by several persons; and 
when several persons speak of the same subject, it is not a case of ‘ Pepeti^ 
tion\ If it were so in the case of several Vedic texts, it would be so in the 
case of the same subject being spoken of several times in the same Vedic 
text also. — From all this it is clear that there are not several acts in the 
case in qiiestion, but only one act. 

[SOTRA (lOA) 

BECArSE OF THE NOX-INHEHENCE OF TEXTS. 

Tantravarlilcn — Tliis ^utrn has escapetl the notice of the author of the lihafiifu ; 
what it means is that the texts of several Recensions cannot be retained in the 
memory of a single person.] 

SUTRA (17). 

All THAT IS NEEDED IS NOT PRESENT (iN EVERY ReCENSION). 

Bhdsya. 

The term applied to the Vedic Reconsion.s is ‘ Shdkha * (Branch) ; this 
name is applicable to particular reeensional texts only on the ground that 
all that is ne'eded is not present (mentioned) in each of them; so that the 
Jlomas (offerings montioned in the several texts) are lil<(‘ so many 
‘branches’, hence called * SMkhfl' ; .so that tluT© are so many parts of the 
Veda, ns there tiro branches of the tree. — ‘‘Wherein dot^s the similarity to 
Branches lie?” — The branches are of different shapes tind diffcTent posi- 
tions, and no one branch contains all tin* flowers and fruits of the tree; 
similarly in the case in question also, there is no reeensional text of the Veda 
which montiens all the accessories of sacrifiees ; thus the* name * ShdkhV is 
applicable on the basis of this non-presence of all that is needed. 

For this reason also the Act is one and th(‘ same. 

SUTRA (18). 

What ls TAUttHT (in any one text) is not for any one 
(class of Brahma nas) only. 

Bhdsya. 

The Agnihotra mentioned in the Kdthaka text has not b(*en enjoined for 
any one (class of) persons : a.s it has been enjoined for the followers of the 
Taittiriyn text also ; as nowhere is any particular person mentioned. — ^Tho 
particular details also of the Agnihotra which are enjoined in any one text 
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are meant for all kinds of Agnihotra. So that the Agnihotra of the follower 
of the Kdthaka text is also for the follower of the Taittirlya text ; as there is 
no word or expression that would connect it with any particular class of 
persons only. Hence the conclusion is that all the recensional texts 
combine to lay down the single act of Agnihotra complete in all its details. 

StTTRA (19). 

There is bbolabation of completion. 

Bhdsya. 

People are found to make such declarations as ‘ our Agni is completed at 
this point as wo find in the following passage — ‘ The Agni of those belong- 
ing to the Mnltrdyanl Recension is completed at the Anmrohas — but our 
Agni is not completed at those*. — Now if the '.'lf 7 n/* of the speaker were 
different from that of the Maitrdyanis, how could they say — ‘our Agni 
is not completed here ’ ? — The only reasonable view is that the act is one and 
the same, so that the AnvilrohctH form part of the same act as performed by 
the speakers. 

SUTRA (20). 

[Answer to PCrvapakj^a ARcaiMENTs (5), (0) and (7) under 
SOtra 81— Kvbn if the act is one and the same (.>) 

'THE deprecatory DECLARATIONS,’ ((>) ‘THE 
INCAPACITY, ’ AND (7) ‘ THE DEC’LARATION OF 
completion’ ABE QUITE EXPLICABLE. 

Bhdsya. 

(5) A ‘deprecatory declaration* is made, not for the purpose of decry- 
ing what is deprecated, but for the purpose of glorifying its contrary; so 
that the deprecation does not iiec‘essarily imply the negativing of what is 
deprecated: what it implies is the affirming of its contrary. So that when 
a text deprecates that time of the Agnihotra which has been enjoined by 
another text, all that is meant is that the two points of time are optional 
alternatives; and thus there is no incompatibility between the two texts. 

(0) As regoi’ds people who suffer from ‘incapacity*, they may not be 
able to carry out the entire body of details that are found enjoined in 
even one recensional text ; on the other hand, for those wdio have the 
requisite capacity, they may be able to carry out, not only the details laid 
down in their own text, but also those laid down in all the texts. This dis- 
orepa^icy regarding capacity therefore is not incompatible with the view 
that the Act is one and the same. 

(7) Lastly, as regards the ‘mention of completion’, people make use of 
the expression ‘ it is finished * (complete) in regard to an Act, only after 
some part of it has been done; e.g., at the Jyotistotna, after the operations 
of the Adhixiryu have been finished, people speak of the Jyotistoma itself as 
having been * finished* (complete). 
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SUTRA (21). 

As FOR THE MENTION OF THE OCCASION FOR EXPIATORY RiTES 

Bhdsya, 

It h€is been argued by the Purvapakaa [argument (8) under Sutra 6] 
that expiation has to be performed in connection with the Poai^sunriae 
Honia, as also in connection with the Pre-aunriae Uoma^ and that this would 
be incompatible if the act of Homa were one and tlie same; — and this 
incompatibility ceases if the act is regarded as different. — Now this 
argument has got to be refuted. This tSiitra is meant to recall the 
Purvapakaa argiunent (8). 


SUTRA (22). 

[The ANSWER isj — In reality it (the expiatory rite) 

WOULD always be DETERMINED BY THE METHOD 
WITH WHICH THE PERFORMANCE STARTED. 

Bhnsya, 

The term ‘ vCi \ ‘in reality*, rejects the opponent’s view just sot forth, 
— The argument brought forward by the Purmpakaa has no force against 
us. If the performance of the Aijnihotra starts with the determination to 
offer the Homa after sunriae, then the performance becomes defective if the 
Homa is offered otherwi.so (i.e. before aunriae) ; and this makes the agent 
liable to the Expiatory Rite. — This method would be ipiito compatible even 
with the view that the Act is one and the same. 


SUTRA (23). 

Inasmuch as Completion presupposes a beoinnino, it would be 

RECOliNISED in ACCORDANCE WITH WHAT ONE MIGHT KNOW. 

Bhd^ya. 

The term ‘ completion ’ is used only in connection with what has had a 
beginning; — i.e. it is only what has been begun that is completerl; so that 
when we have the notion that our * Ayni^ has been completed, what we 
mean is that ‘ the act that had been begun is completed ’. 

[Or, the Sutra might mean that, inasmuch as all verbal usage is dependent 
upon its previous acceptance by people, we could conclude that the ‘ completion * 
spoken of is like what we actually find to be. As for this practice, we find that even 
when the action has not been completed, as soon as the details mentioned in one 
recension are completed, the Professors of that Recension declare ‘ our sacrifice 
ends here’, and hence there is no incompatibility between this declaration and our 
view — TarUravartikaf p. 917.) 
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SCTTRA (24). 

[Answer to argument (9a) under SC. 8] — The Indicative text is 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE (TO BOTH VIEWS) : BECAUSE WHAT IS 
STATED (RECJARDINO THE JyOTISTOMA BEING THE VERY 
FIRST SACRIFICE TO BE PERFORMED) APPERTAINS TO 
ALL (ReCENSIONAL TEXTS) ; NOR DOES THE 
TEXT ENJOIN A (JyOTISTOMA) SACRIFICE; 
CONSEQUENTLY THERE WOULD BE AN 
INCONGRUITY IN THE PERFORMANCE 
OF THE DvADASHAHA SACRIFICE. 


Bhflsya. 


It has been arguod (9) that “the text * yatU purd dirUksflndh, etc.,' 
indicates the possibility of the sacrifices at the Dvfidnahdha being performed 
by such men as have previously performed the first sacrifice (Jyotistoma), as 
also by such as have not performed it, — and this would be possible only if the 
act were different, not if the act mentioned in all the Recensional Texts were 
one and the same”. — This, however, does not affect our position ; because if 
the previously initiated Agent may perform the DvddashdJia, then the pre- 
viously uninitiated Agent may also do it [That is nil that the indicative text 
indicatesl. — As regards the Sdmnveda (Tdndya text quoted by the 
Opponent), it does not contain an injunction of a different J ijotistoma (in 
regard to which it might lay down the character of being the first to be 
performed). — “What, if it is so ?” — ^Tho Jyoti stoma could be referred to (for 
the purpose of laying down the said character of being first) only in a passage 
whore it has been enjoined. — So that oven under the view that the Act 
is different (as mentioiu'd in different recensional texts), all Jyotistoma 
sacrifices would have to be regarded as having the character of being the 
first to be performed ; and hence even under the Pdrvapaksa view that the 
Act is different, the incongruity — in the shape of the presence of uninitiated 
sacrificors at the performance of the Dvddashdha — would have to be admitted 
[so that on this point, both the views, the Purrnpaksa and the Siddhduta, 
stand on the same footing); consequently it does not affect the validity of 
the Siddhdnta at all. 



DISCOURSE II, PiDA IV, ADHIKARANA (2), 


331 


SUTRA (25). 

[Answer to argument (9b) under SC. 8]— Inasmuch as the 

‘ MEASURING * HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED IN REGARD TO THE SUB- 
STANCE, THERE CAN BE NO CHOOSING FROM AMONG THE SEV- 
ERAL METHODS (of MEASURIN(}) : — ONE OR THE OTHER 
MIGHT BE CHOSEN FOR ADOPTION IN THE VARIOUS 
CASES, ON THE (iROUND OF (BOTH THE METH- 
ODS) BEING mentioned ; — FOR THIS REA- 
SON THE TEXT SPEAKING OF THE TWO 
METHODS SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
THE MERE STATEMENT OF A STAN- 
DING FACT (that THERE ARE 
THESE TWO METHODS 

possible). 

Bhdsya, 

Inaamuch as the ineasuritui of the substance has not been enjoined in 
reffard to the “ A(jni* sacrilico, the rule spoken of cannot be adopted in regard 
to the measuring of the Ekddashini (at the ‘ A{fni* sacrifice). As a matter 
of fact, when the fJkddashinl itself is not enjoined in regard to the * Agni 
how cofdd there be any measuring of it - either ‘by th(^ Axte' or ‘by the 
Altar ’ ? As a matter of fact, both those methods (t)f in(‘aHuring) are spoken 
of for the entirely different purpose of leading up to the injunction of the 
Ekddashinly — the meaning of the entire context being — ‘if the Ekddashini 
were of the size of the Axle, tlicro wouhl bo such and sucli an incongruity, 
while there would be no such incongruity if it were of th«‘ size of the Altar , — 
w’ho i« to put an end to this doubtful state of things ? — [the answer is| that 
* to a sintflc Po^t, elcren anitnafs should he tied u])* (this last clause embodying 
the injunction of what has been called the Ekddashini, to wliich the state- 
ment of the twx) methods of measuring is supplementary). — Now, in connec- 
tion with the Vdrhasioma and other acts, — as the declaration of the two 
methods of measuring would bo a mere statement of a standing fact,*— at 
the y upaikddashini, the interstices in the Posts should have to be of thi^ size 
of the ‘ axle {aksa) of the ehariot ’ ; — and again, because of the said declara- 
tion (of the tw’o methods) being a mere statement of a standing fact, even 
though there be no actual measuring, cith(*r ‘by the Axle' or ‘by the 
Altar', the said statement could bo explained as serving the purpose of 
l(‘ading up to the injunction of the Ekddashini \ so that there is no 
incongruity at all. 

[The Siltra may also be taken as follows:— If tho moasuring by the Altar were, 
not laid down with regard to a substance, then there would be no restriction in 
regartl to the measuring by tho Axle and such other things, all of which wouhl 
equally implied ; and this absence of restriction would bo repugnant to tho direct 
assertion of ‘ measuring by the axle of the chariot \ — In the case in question, 
however, it is not so; hence there is no ineoi\%t\x\iy.~ - Tantravartika — Trans., 
p. 918.] 
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StJTRA (26). 

[Answer to PCrvapakjja argument (9c) of SC. 8] — Inasmuch 

AS THERE IS INJUNCTION AS WELL AS PROHIBITION, THERF 4 
WOULD BE AN ‘EXCESS’ IN ONE CASE. 

Bhdsya. 

The i^odashl has been enjoined in the sentence ‘ Atirdtre grhmiti do^ahi- 
nnm' ; — it has also been prohibited in the sentence ‘ Nutirdtre grhndti aodaahi- 
nam \ Thus in one caae^ there would he an excess of two^ and in another of 
three, verses over a Virdj. The difference, being thus explained, does not 
affect the Siddhdnla view. 

Question — “Why should there be an excess of two or three verses ? ” 

Answer — (a) There is the three-fold Bahlspavarndnn atotra, which makes 9 
verses; — (h) there are the ^/(een-fold Ajyaa, whose’ number being four, these 
make GO versos; — (c) the number of verses in the Midday Pavamdnn is 15 ; — 
these 15, with the original 9 [under (a)l, make 24, which, with the 60 funder 
(5)1 make -s'4; — (d) there are 4 Prsthaa of 17, making up 68, and 17 of the 
Arhhava Pavamdna*, thus these being 6 times 17, the number comes to 
bo j ; — those Hn with the previous H4, make up J69; — (r) there are 21 
verses in the Yajhd-yajnlya^slotrn, which, along with the said tG9. make up 
190 verses ; — so say the Prdhmanadexts , — 

In reference to the Agnistoma only, it has been declared that ‘a com- 
plete Virdj consists of a group of ten verses’. |So far as the Alirdtra is 
concerned, the number of verses in the Stotras is as follows : — 1 

B (a) There are the three (a<lditional) rounds of stotras for the UkthyUf 
of 21 versos each, making up the number 63 ; (5) the (additional) stclra (for 
the) A*jo<jashl has 21 verses; with these 21 we got (634-21 = ) 84 (additional) 
verses, (r) 'rhoro are three rounds of stotras of 15 verses at the night 
Extractions, each round containing 4 such stotras ; those make up (3 x 4 x 15= ) 
180 verses, which give us complete Virdjas. (d) There is also the three-fold 
Rathantara, the Panchasdman, which contains 9 verses. Thus a group of 9 
is added to 84 [under B (a) and (5), excluding the 180 verses of the night- 
extractions, under B (c), because they make up complete Virdjas'] (and that 
gives 93, i.e. 9xl0f3). Thus three verses are left over in these stotras 
after making up Virdjas. When the ASo^shi cup is not held (and the 
corresponding atotra not used), we have 21 verses less; and in this case 
we have 2 verses left over in the chants after making up complete Virdjas. 
[63, as under B (a) t-9, as under B (d)=72 = 7 x IO 4 - 2]. [Consequently then* 
is hardly any difference between the Atirdtra with the ^ocUishln and the 
Atirdtra without the ^odaahin.] 

Thus it is found that the indicative text quoted is quite compatible 
with the Siddhunta view that the Act is one and the same. 

[The principal varieties of the Jyotistpma are Agniatoma-Ukthya, ^odashin 
and Atirdtra. (A) In the first three there are three paryayas or rounds of the 
Extraction of Soma all in day time, and in the last there are in addition 3 
extractions at night. In the Agnistoma, 5 stotras are used in the moming- 
extretetion, 5 in the midday -extraction and only 2 in the evening. In the Ukthya, 
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the evening extraction has also 6 stotras. The total is 15. In the ^odashint there 
is an additional stotra corresponding to the additional JodcwAi graha. In the night - 
extractions of the Atiratra, there are 4x3=12 stotras ; and in thi day-time the 
i^odashin cup and stotra may or may not be used. Now a stotra is a SRma-chant 
based on some verses which are sung with repetition in various groupings. Each 
constituent verse of a stotra is called a stotriya. Now the total number of stotrlyas 
in the Agnistoma is 190 which is a complete dividend of 10, which is the number of 
syllables in a pada of the VirSj metre. And as VirSj stands for completion, 
Agnistoma is thus complete. In the nocturnal roumis, the Atiratra has got 180 
stotrlyas, i.e. 18 oomplete Virajas, in this peculiar BrShmana-computation ; and in 
its Day-rounds, 93 stotrlyas with the Sodashin and 82 without : oonsequently only 
3 or 2 are left over after dividing by 10 (the number of a Virfij line). There 
is thus the difference of onK' one (1) and Shaba ra claims that that is no difference. 

Consequently there is 


iSUTKA (27). 

[Answkr to POrvapak.'^a aroumknt (9(1) UNDER sc. S]— In 

CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ SIUA.SVATA THERE HEINO AN 
INCONUULTlTy. — THE SENTEN('E SHOULD BE TAKEN 
WITH A (CONDITIONAL ' WHEN *• 

Bhdsya. 

It has boon argued launder (9d)] that “ it is possiblo for both * Sdnnnyyins * 
and ^ Purodd shins* to be pri'sont at the .SVIm.vm/fi, etc etc,” — [Our answtT 
to this is that] as a inattcT of fact, all Sorno-sacriH(‘t*s are prec(‘ded by the 
piTformanco <>f tho Jgoti^tttma, so that (under both views) there would bo an 
incongruity (in the presence of those who havi^ 7U)t performed a previous 
sacrifice— i.e. the Puroddshins, — along with those who have not performed 
such a sacrifice, — at the same Sdrasvata); himco (for both the* Siddhdnlm 
and tho Purcajmksin) it is nee(»ssary to add the conditional * yadd* (‘when’) 
to tho .sentence (tpioted by the Purvapak?!!!), which has to be explained aa 
‘ when tho Sdnruiyyins also are in the position of Puroddshins [as thi*y are at 
the Pauniamasi], they should sit down (or keep fast), etc*, etc.*— [The different 
sacrificers arc thus found to bo mcjiitionod only with a vic^w to indicating the 
different time of tho performance, and not for laying down tho difference in 
the character of the sacrificer, — says the Taniravdrtika. The sense of the* 
argument is that the names ‘ Purcjdashin * and ‘Sannfiyyin’ are not meant 
to be taken in the tc*chnical sense of those who have not performed a pr<»- 
vious sacrifice, and those who have performed a previous sacrifice, but only 
as indicatives of thne, — tlie performers at the PaurnmnAai performance 
being called * Puroddshins', cw Puroddshfi is the material used at the 
Paurnanvdm sacrifice, and the performers at thc^ A?ndvdsyd performance 
being called * Sdnndyyins', because Sdnnuyya (curd-milk) is the material 
used at the Amdvdsyd (Darsha) sacrifice. Thus it is that the same per- 
formers who were called * Sdnndyyins* in connection with the Darsha 
sacrifice come to be called ‘ Puroddshins ’ in connection with the Paurnamdsa 
sacrifice, irrespective of the fact of their having performerl, or not performed, 
a previous Jyoti^tmna sacrifice.] 
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SUTRA (28). 

As REGARDS THE ARCJUMENT THAT “AT THE ‘UpAHAVYA’, THE TWO 
SAMANS would COME IN BY TRANSFERENCE (FROM THE 
Arche-type) ”, — 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the opponent [under (9o)] that “ at the Upahavya, 
the Brhat-Sdman and the Rathantara-Sdman would come in from its Arche- 
type itself, in the event of the Upahavya being one and the same ; so that in 
that case, a separate injunction of the Sdman would be entirely superfluous 
— This argument has got to be refuted. — The present Sutra is only for the 
purpose of recalling the previous argument (of the Purvnpakain), 

SUTRA (29). 

[The answer is that] in reality, the repetition serves the 

PURPOSE OF POINTING OUT FURTHER DETAILS. 

Bhdaya, 

The sentence quoted serves the purpose of pointing out fiirth(*r details, 
— the construction being — * if Hnihantara is the Sdman sung, then the sacri- 
ficial fee should consist of the white horse, Brhat is the Sdman sung, the 
sacrificial fee should consist of the Horse with yolden forehead. 

SOTRA (30). 

The Veda also points to the same idea (of the Act bein(} 
ONE and the same). 

Bhdsyn. 

If the Act mentioned in all Recensions wore not one and the same, — 
then, how could the act be enjoined in one Recension and its details laid 
down in another ? For instance, (o) the Maitrdyanl Recension does not 
mention the Samid and other Prayajas, and yet it speaks of its details in the 
sentence vai praydjdh samanlya hotavydJP [Mai, Sam, 1. 4. 12; see 

Shata. Bra. 1, 6. 31], — (h) Similarly, in certain Recensions the mantra for 
picking up the stone, beginning with the words * Kutarurasi' [Mai. Sam. 
1. 1. 0], is not mentioned, and yet even in those Recensions we find the 
assertion — * Kukkutosltyashmdnamupddatte, Kutaruraseti vd. — From all this 
we conclude that it is one and the same act (spoken of in the several 
Recensions). 

SUTRA (31). 

[Objection] — “ But, there being distinct orders of procedure 
laid down in each Recension, the Injunction in 
each should be taken as distinct.” 

Bhdsya. 

** If a man follows up the Injunctions laid down in Recensions other 
than his own, he must surely act against what is enjoined in his own 
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Recension ; for this reason, the act mentioned in the other Recensions 
should be taken as different.” 

* 

SUTRA (32). 

[Answer] —As there is no connection with any incompatible 
PROCESS, the Act is taken as one and the same ; 

HENCE ALL THE INJUNCTIONS BEARING UPON 
THAT ACT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
AFFORDING INFORMATION 
ABOI^T THAT SAME 

Act. 

Bhilsya. 

Our answer to the objection is as follows: — If wo take the Act men- 
tionecl in all Recensions as one and the same, (hare is no connection with any 
incompatible process; as a matter of fact, there can bo no conflict between 
Order and Syntactical Connection; as Order is the weaker and Syntactical 
Connection is the stronger of the two; — and that all that is laid down in the 
various Recensions has to be taken together and acted up to (in the 
performance) is what is indicated by Syntactical Con)\cction | while the Order 
of procedure is a matter of Order, which is weaker than Syntactical Conner^ 
tion]. 

From all this it becomes established that one and the same Act is laid 
down in all Recensional and all Brahinana texts. 


Bnd of Pdda ic of Discourse II. 


End of Discourse II. 



DISCOURSE III. 

Auxiliaries. 

PADA I. 

AoHiKABAiirA (1) : Declaring the Sidiject-matter of the 

Discourse. 

SUTRA (1). 

Now THERE (follows) AN ACCOUNT OF AUXILIARIES. • 

Bhdsya, 

[For a different e.xplanation of the term * ahP.mlakpana' — see Tantravurtika^ 
Trans., pp. 921-923, — where it is shown that the term may be taken as staiuling for 
all the rest of the Sutras, i e Discourses III-XII, all of which deal with matters 
auxiliary to Dharina, and as such are included under the term * shP.salak8ana\^ 

[Immediately after the treatment of the subject of the Differentiation of Acts, 
it becomes necessary to treat of the ‘auxiliary character’, because the due con- 
sideration of all other (questions of Motive, etc., dealt with under Discourse IV et. 
seq. is dependent upon the (][uestion of ‘auxiliary character’. — Tantravartika — 
Trans., p. 924,] 

The account of ‘Different Acts’ has been finished; next we shall deal 
with the account of the ‘ Auxiliary ’ | where we shall deal with the following 
questions] — What is an ‘ auxiliary ’ ? For what reason is something an 
‘ auxiliary ’ ? In what way is it used ? It will be pointed out that ‘ Direct 
Assertion’ and others are the means by which the use of the Auxiliary is 
determined ; the relative strength of these means will be discussed ; and also 
other matters relating to and arising out of thest> subjects. 



Adhtkara^ta (2): [Defi»iiion of ‘ Auxiliary’]. 

SUTRA (2). 

The Auxiliary is an ‘ auxiliary ’ because it serves the 

PURPOSES OF ANOTHER. 

BM^ya, 

In this Sutra wo have tho ilehnition of the Auxiliary, and also the state- 
ment of the grounds on which it is an ‘auxiliary * ; — both these are pointed 
out here. The definition is that ‘ that which helps another is called auxil- 
iary ’ ; for instance, when people help others, the>’ sa> , * in this matter we 
are auxiliaries 

Objection — “ In some cases, even tho Principal Factor also helps another ; 
e.g. though the Teacher is tho Principal person at the institution, yi't he 
helps his pupils by imparting intellectual and moral instruction.’* 

Awijjecr — It is true that the Principal Factor sometime.^ helps others ; but 
we call that thing ‘Auxiliary’ which exists entirely for hel])ing others; 
.such for instance as tho ‘born slave’ who is purchased for the .s(^lo purpose 
of working for the master, and tho ox is purchased only for tho purpose of 
carrying loads for the master. 

“But the master also, when making provision for tho born slavi', would 
(by that act be helping him and thus) become subservient (auxiliary) to 
him. [So that even the born slave cannot be said to exist entirely for 
helping others.] ” 

It is not so, w<‘ reply; bccaus<‘ oven when making provision for tho 
slave, tho raa.ster subservt's his own purpose; tho hc'lp accrues to tho slave 
only be<*ause the master’s own interests are inseparably bound up with tho 
well-being of the .slave. Similarly in tho case of making provision for tho 
Ox. So what wo call an ‘ auxiliary ’ is that which always and absoluti^ly 
exists for another. 

Objection — “What is it that has already b(*en di*alt with before, under 
the Sutra 2. 1. 8, where it has been stated that — ‘ tho.S(‘ that are meant to bo 
pro<luctive of a material substance are to be regarded as subsidiary* 1 
. That is to say, under the Sutra cpioted, the subsidiary character having 
been already explainc'd, why .should the .same matter bo taken up again ? J ” 

Anstver — lender that Sutra, what was shown was that those verVjs 
which spoke of acts bringing about vi.sible results cannot b(3 regarded as 
serving an> transcendental purpose; while under the present Sutra we have 
the definition of all kinds of Auxiliaries. 
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Adhikara^ta (3): [Enumerating Auxiliaries.] 

SUTRA (3). 

“[The ‘Auxiliary cHARAcrER’ belohus] to Substances, 
Properties and Preparations”, — says Badari. 

Bhd§ya. 

The teacher Badari has opined that the term ‘ auxiliary ’ can be applied 
only to Substances, Properties and Preparations, — not to Sacrifices, Results 
and Agents. — (a) The Substance serves the purposes of the Act ; if the Act is 
to be done for a purpose, it must be accomplished by means of a substance ; 
— no Act can be accomplished without a substance; — therefore for the ac- 
complishment of the Act, a substance has to be found out ; — thus Substance 
serves the purposes of the Act. — (6) The Property serves the purpose of 
distinguishing the particular substance that has been enjoined ; — there is 
need for such distinguishing of it, — as it is only a particular qualified sub- 
stance that can be the means of accomplishing an act ; — thus the Property 
also helps the Act though the substance, and this ‘ serves the purposes ’ of 
the Act. — (c) The Preparation is that on the accomplishment of which a 
certain thing becomes fit for some purpose; — this also ‘serves a useful 
purpose * in the accomplishment of an Act ; so that this also ‘ serves the 
purposes of another*. — Thus it is that Substances, Properties and Prepara- 
tions are ‘ auxiliaries ’ inasmuch as they serve the purposes of another. 

Sacrifices, Results and Agents are not auxiliaries. — The Sacrifice is to be 
performed by the Agent, and when that has been performed, there is 
nothing else to be done by him. The purpose of the Agent is the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice itself, as for the other things, substance and the rest, 
they serve the purposes of the sacrifice and are ‘ auxiliary ’ thereto ; the 
sacrifice itself is not performed for accomplishing anything (to which it 
could be ‘auxiliary’); os the Result also is not brought about by the 
sacrifice, the fact being that when the sacrifice is performed, the Result 
comes by itself; — from the Veda also all that we know is that ‘ the Result 
comes about when the sacrifice is performed and there are no words to the 
effect that * the Result is brought about by the Sacrifice *. — Thus the 
Sacrifice is not ‘ auxiliary ’ to anything. — As regards the Result, that also is 
not enjoined in reference to the Agent; — all that the text of the Veda says 
is • one who desires Heaven should perform the sacrifice ’ ; it says nothing rs 
to whether the Heaven is for the Agent himself or for someone else; 
the term used in the text is * svargakdmah', ‘desirous of heaven*; and 
one becomes * desirous of heaven ’ merely by having a desire for Heaven ; — 
hence Heaven (the Result) is not understood to be ‘auxiliary* to the 
Agent; — hence the Result also cannot be an ‘auxiliary*. — If then, neither 
the Result nor the Sacrifice is enjoined as an * auxiliary *, in regard to what 
could the Agent be the ‘ Principal ’ ? He is however clearly ‘ auxiliary * 
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to the Act (Sacrifice), because he is a ‘substance’ (not because he is the 
‘ Agent’). 

For these reasons, Badari has opined that the auxiliary character belongs 
to Substances, Properties and Preparations only, 

SOTRA (4). 

Actions as also (are ‘auxiliary’), because they serve the 

PURPOSE OF THE RESULT, — SAYS JaIMINI. 

Bhdsya, 

The Teacher Jaimini however has held that Actions also are auxiliaries ; 
he did not, like Badari, hold that the auxiliary character is restricted to the 
three aforesaid things only. What Jaimini saw was that the Sacrifice is 
enjoined, not as something to be etccomplished (in itself), but as a means of 
accomplishing the Result, for one who desires that Result ; it is only when 
thus taken that what is directly enjoined in the texts becomes followed ; and 
there can be no doubt as to the Injunction serving a useful purpose. This 
same idea is going to be further supported by the Sutras themselves, under 
Dncourse VI ; all that is done here is that the idea that ‘ actions serve to 
accomplish Results’ being accepted as established (under Discourse VI), it 
is shown that the Action is * auxiliary ’ (to the Result). — Thus it is clear that 
there can be no such restriction as that ‘ Substances, Properties and 
[^reparations only are auxiliaries’, — the Sacrifice also being ‘auxiliary’ 
to the Result. 

SUTRA (5). 

The Resi'lt also (is an ‘auxiliary’), as it is for the 
PURPOSE OF the AoENT. 

Bhd’V/a. 

The Result also is declared with reference to the Agent ; the moaning 
of the Injunction is that ‘ the sacrifice is to be performed by a person 
who desires that Heaven may become his ’, —and not that * the [leaven 
should obtain itself* ; — that such is the meaning is clear from the tise of the 
Atmanepada ending (in the injunctive word *yajeta\ ‘should sacrifice*), 
which ending is used only when the Result of the act is meant to accrue to 
the Agent ; — so that the sacrifice is performed in order that the Agent may 
experience (enjoy) the Result. Thus the conclusion is that the Result is 
asserted as following from the Sdbrifice for the sake of the Agent, and not 
merely for its own accomplishment. Thus the Result also is nn 'auxiliary 

SUTRA (6). 

The Agent also (is an ‘ auxiliary ’), as he is for the 
PURPOSE of the Action. 

Bhdgya, 

The Agent also is found to be mentioned as an auxiliary to such acts as 
the measuring of the Udumbara Post (which has to be of the height of the 
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Agent). — Thus there can be no such restriction as that Substances, Properties 
and Preparations alone can be * auxiliaries’. 


On the subject-matter of this Adhikarana^ the revered Vrttikdra has 
come to the following conclusion: — In relation to the Sacrifice, it is only 
Substances, Properties and Preparations whose ‘auxiliary character’ is 
absolute [these alone are such as are always ‘ auxiliary ’ to the Sacrifice] ; the 
‘auxiliary character* of the others (Actions, Results and Agents) is only 
relative [they are both Principal and Auxiliary] ; for instance, the Sacrifice 
(Action) is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Substance, but ‘auxiliary’ to the 
Result ; the Result is ‘ Principal ’ in relation to the Sacrifice, but ‘ auxiliary ’ 
to the Agent ; — and the Agent is ‘ Principal ’ in relation to the Result, but 
‘ auxiliary ’ to acts like the Measuring of the Udurnhara Post , — Thus then, the 
Restriction of the auxiliary character to Substances, Properties and Prepara- 
tions (as held by Badari) is quite right, as in relation to the Sacrifice, 
Substances, Properties and Preparations are always ‘ auxiliary * . 



Adhikaraija (4) : Preparatory AcU like ‘ Nirvapana ’ are 
applicable to definite things, according to the useful 
purpose served by it. 

SUTRA (7). 

They are connected with a definite pcbpose. 

Bhdsya. 

[The ‘ auxiliary character* having been deBned, we now proceed to consider the 
manner in which the auxiliaries are employed in actual practice. The present 
Adhikarana deals with the employment of Preparations^ followed by that of Sub- 
stances^ Objects or Implements in Adhikarana 5, and of Properties in Adhikarana T.] 

There are the two sacrifices of the Darsha-Purnamdsa enjoined in the 
text ‘ Darahapurnamdsdbhydm svargakdmo yajeta * ; — and in connection 
with these the following accessory details are found mentioned — (a) Nirva- 
pana (Pouring out), Protons (water-sprinkling), and Avahanana (threshing) 
and so forth, in relation to grains; — (b) Utpavana (clarifying), Vildpana 
(melting), Orahana (holding) and Asddana (placing) and so forth, in relation to 
Butter \ — (c) SMkhdharana (Fetching of Twigs), Gavdm-prasihnparui (Fetching 
of the Cows), Oavdm-praatmvana (making the cows yield milk) and so on, in 
relation to the Sdnndyya (Curd-milk). [All these details are of the nature of 

* Preparation ’, Samakdra. ] 

Tn regard to these there arises the question — are all these details to be 
performed in connection with all the three kinds of substancc^s — Grains, 
Butter, and Curd-milk ? Or are they to bo performed only where they may 
serve a useful purpose ? 

Objection to the question : — “ As a matter of fact, the preparatory details 
referred to are always found mentioned along with definite substances — e.g. 
the text ‘ V rlhlnavahantV (speaks of the Threshing as to be done to the 
Vrlhi Corn), ‘ Tandulan piruiati ’ (speaks of the Pounding as to be done to the 
Husked Grains). So that there can be no room for any such doubt as finds 
place in the Question [as none of the Preparatory Details is ever found men- 
tioned except in connection with a definite substance.] ” 

The answer to this is that it is true that they are found to be spoken of 
as connected with definite substances ; but the feict of the matter is that while 
the details like Threshing are spoken of by Direct Assertion (through such 
words as * avahantV), their connection with the substances like Vrlhi is 
indicated only by Syntactical Connection (of the verb ‘ avahanti * with the word 
‘ vrlhtn*); [so that the general applicability to all substances of the Thresh- 
ing is more authoritative than its special application to the Vrlhi corn only.] 
— Thus there is room for the doubt oxpreased in the Question. 

On this question, the view that appears to be most reasonable is that 

* they are connected with a definite purpose * ; — ‘ artha * stands for prayojana, 
purpose ; — that is, the preparatory acts are to be performed only where, on 
being performed, they serve a useful purpose; such acts, for instance, as 
Prathana (spreading out) can serve no useful purpose in connection with 
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Butter and Curd-milk; and hence they are not to be done to those sub- 
stances; similarly acts like Utpavana (clarifying) are not to be done to 
Grains or Curd-milk ; and acts like Fetching the Twigs are not to be done 
to Butter and Grains — “But we actually find it directly declared that* all 
are to be done to all ’ — We do not yet know whether they are so declared 

or not ; in fewst, this is exactly what we have got to consider. — But even if 
they were so declared, they should not be done where they serve no useful 
purpose. 

[As against this preliminary statement of the Siddhanta^ we have the 
following Purvapakaa ,] — 

SUTRA (8). 

[PCrvapak^a] — ‘‘What is enjoined should pertain to all 

THINGS, because IT IS EQUALLY CONNECTED WITH ALL, 

AND BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE OF 
Context 

“ What we have to say in answer to the above statement is as follows : 
If an act were one recognised as to be done, only on the basis of an implica- 
tion (e.g. the employing of unhusked rice being laid down, it implies the 
doing of the act of threshing for the husking), — then such an act would 
naturally be performed only in cases where it could serve a useful purpose. 
The preparatory rites under consideration, however, are such as are all 
directly enjoined; so that it is not that those should be performed only 
where they servo a visible purpose ; — ^where then ? — wherever they are 
enjoined ; and the acts in question are recognised to be such as are enjoined 
in all oases. — ^How so ? — Because it is equally connected with all, and because 
there is no difference of Context; that is to say, (a) all things — Butter, 
Grains and Curd-milk — are equally connected with, or related to, the 
Apurva (Transcendental Result of the main Act), in the relation of cause 
and effect; i.e. in all these cases, wherever the acts are done, they are 
recognised as done for the bringing about of the Transcendental Result ; — 
(h) secondly, the Context also is the same, being enjoined in which, therefore, 
the details become recognised as enjoined for all the substances. — From 
these two reasons it follows that all the acts in question are to be done to 
all the substances. — As for the argument that all the acts do not serve useful 
purposes in coiinection with all substances, — our answer is that, on the 
strength of the injunction itself, they have to bo regarded as serving useful 
purposes with all substances; — this* purpose’ may be of an invisible (trans- 
cendental) character.” 


SUTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta] — Where there is no useful purpose (to be served), 

THERE SHOULD BE NO ACTION. 

Bhdsya» 

It is not right that all the acts should be done to all the substances ; 
in fact, acts do not deserve to be performed in cases where they do not 
serve any useful purpose, — as we have already explained. 
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Says the Opponent — ** But on the strength of their Injunction i^elf, 
they should be taken as serving a useful purpose in all cases.** 

Certainly not, we reply. [For recisons detailed in the following Sutra.] 

SUTRA (10). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE RESULT ALWAYS APPEARS ALONO WITH 

THE Operation ; if there were no (visible) Result, then 

ALONE COULD THIS ABSENCE (OF ReSULTS) JUSTIFY AN 
ASSUMPTION ON THE BASIS OF WHAT IS 
EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, there is no such Injunction as would justify the performance of 
all the acts with all the substances ; — nor do we perceive any useful purpose 
(served by all in all cases) by Sense- percept ion or by any other means of 
cognition. As for Presumption^ that also would be necessarily operative (in 
justifying the assuming of purpose) only in a case whore there is a distinct 
Injunction in actual words,-— in no other case ; that is to say, when as a 
matter of fact, wo know that such acts as Prathana (Spreading out), when 
performed over Butter and Curd-milk, serve no visible purpose, wo 
could bo justified in presuming an invisible purpose, only if, without such a 
presumption, the injunction of those acts in that particular context were 
found to be unjustifiable (meaningless); — as a matter of fact, those acts 
have to be enjoined in connection with Grains, in connection with which 
visible results in the form of unhuskin^ and the like are found to appear 
along with the operation — of threshing and the like ; — there is need too 
for this unhusklng, as without it, the Cake could not be prepared. Such 
being the case, the injunction of the act in question in the Context is found 
to servo a useful purpose. Thus then, when the injunction of the Act is 
found useful in connection with Grains, there can be no ground for pre- 
suming an invisible Result (as resulting from the performance of the act 
in question over Butter and Curd-milk), Hence no such invisible result 
can be presumed. — If in the case of the threshing done to the Vrlhi, no such 
visible result as the preparation of the Rico (by unhusking) were found to 
appear, then, in the absence of such a result, we might take the purpose 
served to consist in what is spoken of by the words of the text, irrespectively 
of any visible Result ; so that an invisible result might be taken as following 
from the act (of Threshing) as done to the Butter and the Curd-milk [solely 
on the basis of the fact that these substances also are mentioned in the same 
Context]. — From all this it follows that acts like Prathana (Spreading out) are 
not to be done over all the substances. — Similarly with acts like Clarifying and 
those like Fetching the Twigs. — Thus it becomes established that it is not 
right that all the acts are to be done to all the substances ; and that acts 
like Prathana (Spreading out) should not be done to Butter and Curd-milk, 
— they are to be done to Herbs only ; — acts like sprinkling should be done 
to Butter only, nor to Grains or to Curd-milk ; and acts like Fetching the 
Twigs should be done to the Curd -milk, not to Butter or to Grains. 



Adhikarai^a (5): Implements like ^ Sphya^ have their 
employment restricted in accordance with their 
connections. 

8UTRA (11). 

On account of its connection with the originative text, the 
Implement should be taken as enjoined for the purpose 
OF that (which is mentioned in that text). 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darahapiimatnasa sacrifices, in connection with which we 
read — * (}-2) Sphyashcha. Kapdlani rha, (3-4) Agnihotrahavanl cha, Shur~ 
pancha, (5-6) KranyinaricJm, Shamyn cha, (7-8) Ulukhalaficha, Musa- 
lahcha, (9-10) Draachcha, UpaJd cha — etdni mi dasha yajndyudhdni^ [where 
Sphya and the rest are laid down as the ‘ten sacrificial implements’] 
(Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 8. 3). 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are these implements 
enjoined here for the doing of everything that can be done with them ? Or 
for doing that only in connection with which they are mentioned ? 

On this we have the following Purvapakaa: — “They are enjoined here 
for the doing of anything and everything that can be done with them ; — 
why ? — because it is only thus that the injunctions serve a useful purpose ; 
otherwise they would be mere references serving no useful purpose. Further, 
the circumstance that ‘there is no difference of Context’ applies equally to 
all things. Lastly, the fact that they are called ‘ sacrificial implements ’ 
shows that they are all equally connected with the ‘sacrifice’. — From all 
this it follows that all the implements are to be used in all cases.” 

Against this Purvapakaa, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — ‘ On 
account of its connection with the originative text, the Implement should he 
taken aa enjoined for the purpose of that which is mentioned in that text * ; — 
i.e. when an act is spoken of in the originative text, as connected with an 
Implement, that act should be done with that Implement; e.g. the origin- 
ative text being (1) * Sphyena uddhantV (Digs up with the Sphya), where 
the indication of Syntactical Connection is that the Sphya is to be used for 
doing the Digging, — it follows that the Digging is not to be done by an;^^ 
other implement save the Sphya, If this view is accepted, then, the using 
of the Sphya having been enjoined in this same text, its mention in the 
sentence * Sphyaahcha Kapdlani cha, etc." would be a mere reference to it 
for the purpose of asserting that * these are the ten sacrificial implements.’ — 
In this way the mention of each one of the implements would be a reference 
to it as enjoined in the originative text laying down the action to be 
done with it; these originative texts being — (2) * Kapdleau ahrapayati" 
(‘ Bakes on the pans’), (3) * Agnihotrahavanyd havlmai nirvapati" (* Pours the 



DISCOURSE III, pIdA I, ADHIKARANA (5). 


345 


grains with the AgnihotrahavanV)^ (4) * Shurpena vivinaktV (* Separates 
the husks with the winnowing basket ’), (5) * Krandjvmmadhastdt ulukhalasyd^ 
vastri^dti" (* Spreads the antelope-skin under the mortar’), (6) * Shamydydm 
draadupadadhdti* (‘Places the lower pounding stone on the Shamyd 
stick’), (7-8) *Ulukhalamu8aldbhydm amhanlV (‘Husks the grains with 
mortar thestle*), (9-10) * Drsadupaldbhydm pinasfi* (‘Pounds with the two 
stones’). — It is only through Context that all the Implements would 
be indicated as to be used for all the acts, while through Syntactical Con- 
nection the use of each becomes restricted to the act along with which it is 
mentioned in the originative text. — As for the term ‘ Yajhdyudha * (‘ Sacri- 
ficial Implements’), which may be taken as laying down the use of the 
implements by means of this common term, the indication of this also 
would be set aside (by what is indicated by the particular originative texts) ; 
because a particular injunction by a general statement is only indirect^ w^hile 
a particular injunction by a particular statement is direct, — From all this it 
becomes established that each of the Implements is to be used only for that 
particular act with which it is connected in the originative text. 



Adhikaraija (6): Properties like * Redness^ are restricted^ 

not mixed up. 

SUTRA (12). 

When the Substance and the Property serve the same pur- 
pose, THEY HAVE THE SAME FUNCTION ; AND HENCE THERE 
SHOULD BE RESTRICTION. 

Bhdsya. 

With reference to the Purchase (of Soma) at the Jyolistoma, we have the 
text — * Arunayd pihgdksyd ekahdyanyd somam hrlndti' (cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 
6. 7) [* One purchases Soma with a tawny-eyed and one-year-old (cow), which 
is red\ where * arunayd \ ‘red*, stands for the property y and the other two 
terms stand for the substance, animal. There are other texts such as — 

* Ajayd hrlndtV (‘Purchases it with the she-goat’), 'Vdsasd hrlndtV 
(‘ Purchased with the cloth ’), and so forth]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question : — Does the property 
of Redness go with the entire context (qualifying all that is mentioned in 
the Context) ? Or does it go with the one-year-old cow only, and that too 
in connection with the act of Purchasing only ? 

Objection to the question — ** Why should there be any such doubt when 
the connection of * redness ’ with the ‘ purchase ’ is clearly expressed by the 
words ‘ arunayd hrlndti ’ ? *’ 

Answer — All that the word expresses is that the unsubstantial (shapeless) 
property of Redness is the instrument of the act (of Purchase), — this fact 
being expressed by the third case -ending in the term * arunayd ’ expressing 
instrumentality; and yet no unsubstantial object can ever be the means of 
accomplishing an act; — hence it would seem to us that the property of 
Redness has no connection with the act of Purchasing; and yet it is not 
likely that an authoritative text would assert what is impossible ; — there may 
be all this supposition in our mind. With the notion that some sort of 
connection might be possible (between the Redness and the Purchasing) y there 
arises a desire to search out some way of making the text yield some sort 
of a valid cognition; while pondering over this, if we can find some 
capacity (in the Redness) to be connected with the BkCt(oiPurcha8ing)y then, 
on the basis of the two words being syntactically connected, we shall apply 
the Redness to the act of Purchasing only; — if, on the other hand, even 
though looking out with all due care, we cannot find any way of making a 
connection between the two possible, then, we shall admit a syntactical split 
and connect the Redness with the entire Context. — For these reasons, the 
question that has been raised is deserving of full consideration. 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa ; — 

“ The property of Redness is connected with the entire Context ; — why ? 
— because it is equally connected with the whole (all that is mentioned in the 
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Context) and because there is no difference of Context [the same reasons that 
have been put forweird by the Purvapaksa under Su. 8], — ‘ Syntactical Con- 
nection being more authoritative than Context, the Redness should be con* 
nected with the act of Purchasing only *. — Such is not understood to be the 
sense of the text; not even a hundred texts could lay down what cannot 
be done; if one were to say ‘Burning should be done with Water and 
wetting should be done with Fire % — could he ever be regarded as making 
a reasonable statement ? In fact, no unsubstantial thing can ever be the 
means of accomplishing an act. It is for this reason that no connection 
between the words ‘ arunayd * and ‘ krxnati * being possible, the two cannot 
be taken as syntactically connected.** 

Objection (to the above PurmpaA^o-reasoning) — The word *arui^ayd* 
(‘red’) does not denote property, it denotes the substance) — how? — 
because it is in the Feminine Gender ; it is only particular substances (objects^ 
that are either Feminine or Masculine or Neuter; and the Feminine end- 
ing is appended to that noun-base which denotes a female substance ; and it 
is a Feminine ending that we find in the term ^arunayd' (red); — hence we 
conclude that this term denotes a substance. 

Answer (given by the Purvapaksin) — “ This is not right ; when a certain 
substance is characterised by the property of redness, then alone it becomes 
capable of being spoken of as *arurui* (red); if that same substance were 
characterised by a property other than redness, it could not be spoken of as 
* aru7}a * ; — thus then, while the term ‘ arun^a * is inseparable from the 
property of redness, it is not so inseparable from the substance \ — hence it 
follows that it is the property that is denoted by the term ^arun,a\ Thus 
the fact of the term denoting a property is perceived directly, while the 
fact of its denoting a substance could only bo got at through Inference 
in the form— ‘ Because the noun-base in the word arunaya has taken the 
Feminine ending, therefore it must denote a substance * ; — Direct Perception 
is always more authoritative than Inference; — for this reason the term 
‘ arunayd ’ must be taken as denoting the property. — ‘ How then is the 
presence of the Feminine ending to be accounted for ? * — Words denoting 
properties also take the Feminine Gender ; for instance, just as wo have the 
expression (a) * arund buddhih^ or (6) (v.L) * karuxyi buddhih* [where the 
substance, Buddhi is spoken of as having the property of redness, and the 
word ‘ arurm *, which denotes the property, is in the Feminine Gender, — (6) 
or in the other reading, the substance, Buddhi, is spoken of as having the 
property of compassion, and the word ‘ karund * denoting that property takes 
the feminine ending], — in the same manner we may account for the 
Feminine Gender of the word ‘arnnd* (in *arunaya', in the sentence under 
consideration). — And if the word denotes a property, then it cannot be 
connected with the act of Purchasing, — Consequently, we must have re- 
course to syntactical split and connect the term with the entire Con- 
text.” 

Says the Objector (to the Purvapaksin) — If the Redness is not connected 
with the act of Purchasing, it can be connected with the other term in 
the same sentence, * ekahdyanyd' {‘one-year-old*), so that there would be 
no syntactical split. 
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The Purvapaksin answers — “ That cannot be ; what the term ‘ aruna ’ 
denotes is the Property only, not the Property and the Substance both, — while 
the term ‘ ekahdyanl * denotes the substance only, not the substance along 
with a property; — under the circumstances, how could we recognise any 
connection between the two in the absence of the Genitive ending ? ” 

The Opponent to the Purvapaksin says — Even in the absence of the 
Genitive ending, we can regard the two terms (* arunayd ’ and * ekahdyanyd ’) 
as co-extensive (in apposition), by reason of both having the same case- 
ending; just as we do in the case of the expression * nllam utpalam \ 

The Purvapaksin replies — “ This is not possible ; in fact, by its very 
form (and nature) the term * aruna' denotes a property, while its co- 
extensiveness with the term * ekahdyanl' (one-year-old) can only be 
assumed through a Syntactical Connection based upon the fact of the two 
words (^arunayd' and * ekahdyanyd,') having the same case-ending, and 
also upon the proximity of the term ‘ ekahdyanl ' ; — and Syntactical Connec- 
tion cannot bo more authoritative than Indicative Power ; hence what has 
been just said is not right.” 

The Opponent of the Purvapaksin urges the following argument: — 
When it is found that a word, if taken merely as denoting a property, is in- 
capable of being connected with any other word, — then, in order to guard 
against the word being uninstructivo and hence useless, it is tak(m as 
denoting a substance; and under these circumstances, it comes to be syn- 
tactically connected with some other term (like ‘ ekahdyanl') which is in close 
proximity to it, and has also the same case-ending as the word itself, — and 
hence co-extonsive with it. Tt is in this same way that wo have such 
expressions as ‘ nllam utpalam ’. — The case with the word ‘ aruriayd ' is exactly 
like this ; if it is taken in its own sense (as denoting property), it becomes 
dissociated from the sentence and ceases to have any sense at all oven in 
the entire Context. — Why so ? — For the same reason that it cannot be 
connected with the act of purchasiny, — namely, the reason that what is itself 
unsubstantial cannot be the means of accomplishing an act ; — nor can it be 
connected with substances conducive to the accomplishment of the act; 
because a word which denotes a mere prop('rty cannot signify a substance ; 
— and this same will be the reason why the word cannot have any (‘onnec- 
tion with the Context ; because if it were connected with the Context at all, 
then it could be so either by being connected with the act (spoken of in the 
Context), or with the substances conducive to the fulfilment of those acts; 
and both these connections have been shown to be impossible. — For all 
those reasons, in order to save it from becoming meaningless, we must take 
the term ‘ arund ’ as connected with the term ‘ ekahdyanl ' which is in close 
proximity to it ; and there need be no syntactical split. 

“ It is not so ”, replies the Purvapaksin ; “ the term * arund ' cannot be 
taken as qualifying the ekahdyanl ; — why ? — because the term * arund ' 
appears along with the third case-endiny, and through the force of this 
third case-ending, it can only be taken as qualifying an act; as agents 
(kdrakas denoted by the case -endings) are connected with acts, not with 
substances. Thus then, through the direct signification of the third case- 
ending, the word should be taken as qualifying an act, — and on the strength 
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of Syntactical Connection^ it should be taken as qualifying the substance, 
ekahdyani; — and Direct Signification is more authoritative than Syntactical 
Connection. Hence the word C arunayd') cannot be connected with the 
ekahdyani 

The Purvapakain' s Opponent — The property not being capable of being 
connected with the acf, no significance can attach to the case-ending (in 
* arimayd') ; it is for this reason that the connection of the property with 
the ekahdyani is admitted (even though it is not directly signified). 

The Purvapaksin answers — “ This also is not possible ; if the idea is 
that, inasmuch as no significance attaches to the case-ending, the word 
*nrunayd\ though denoting a property, should be taken as denoting a 
auhstance, — then, in that case (the case-ending having no significance), the 
noun-base would be all that would be significant, and in that case the right 
ending would be the Nominative one (acc. to Panini’s Sutra ‘ Prdtipadikdrtha 
,,,,nidtre prathanm') ; specially as a word with the third case-ending 
(Instrumental) could not express the connection (desired by the Opponent). 
The mere fact that something is not otherwise possible cannot justify the 
assumption of such a meaning (of a word) as is impossible ; for instance, in 
the case of the assertion ‘ the boy is standing in the fire ’, the mere fact of 
the standing being impossible m the fire does not justify the assumption that 
the word ‘ fire ’ means horse or ox, — all that is admitted is that the word 
‘ fire* signifies near the fire. Similarly in the case in (question, inasmuch as 
the word which is without the first case-ending cannot bo taken in the sense 
of the noun-base pure and simple. From all this it follows that the word 
‘ arunayd ’ might well bo regarded as meaningless ; it can never be taken to 
have any connection with the ‘ ekahdyani \ 

Says the Purvapakfin\'^ Opponent — We do not say that the term 
‘ arunu ’ signifies no active agent ; for it clearly does signify an active agent 
characterised by the quality of Redness. What happens is that at one 
time it is one thing that is meant to be predicated, while at another 
time it is something else ; that is to say, the connotation of a w^ord 
consisting of a predominant and a subordinates factor, at one time it may 
be the subordinate factor that is meant to be predicated, and the pre- 
dominant factor IS merely referred to ; for instance, the term ‘ dandl ’ (‘ man 
with the stick ’) is known as having a connotation in which thedanda (stick) 
forms the subordinate, and the itian, the predominant, factor; and yet, 
when the 7tutn is already known and it is intended only to state that the 
stick forms his accessory (in this case, the subordinate factor, the stick, 
is what is predicated and enjoined) ; as we find in the injunction ‘ Dandl 
praisdnanvdha ’ (‘ the man repeats the directions with stick in his hand’) ; — 
so also in the case of the sentence * Lohltosnlsd rtvijah pracharanti' (‘the 
red-turbaned priests operate’) [where, the Priests and their operating 
being already known from other sources, what is predicated or enjoined is 
the subordinate factor of their wearing red-turhan8\ — Similarly in the case in 
question (in the word * arunayd ’ ) even though the property of Redness is 
the subordinate factor, and the active agent is the predominant factor, yet 
the word may be taken as predicating the property of Redness as belonging 
to the active agent, which latter is only referred to (for the purpose of 
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the said predication). In this way, the connection of the word ‘ arunayd * 
with the ekahdyanl becomes possible ; and there is no syntactical split. 

The Purvapakain answers — “ There is not much in this argument. In 
this case the term ‘ ekahdyanl ’ has been used for the purpose of expressing 
the connected relationship between the ekahdyanl (animal) and the act of 
Purchasing ; how then can it be ever connected with the word ‘ arunayd ’ ? 
Though we have already urged this point, yet it is being reiterated again 
and again.” 

The Purvapak.sin’s Opponent asks — When the word ^ekahdyanl' has 
been used along with the act of Purchasing ^ just as much as along with the 
property of Redness, — why should we accept its connection with the Pur- 
chasing and not with the Redness ? 

The Pdrmpaksin answers — “The reason for this acceptance lies in the 
authority of the word ; that is to say, the case -ending attached to the term 
‘ ekahdyanl ’ signifies its connection with the act (of purchasing), while there 
is no Siif.Ii V. M'ling c’^pressive of its connection with the property (of Redness),*^ 

Oppnii'^nt — What is it that is expressive of connection with the Acti 
and what is it that is expressive of the Property ? 

Purvapaksin — “ When the relation of the action meant to be spoken of 
is that with an active agent (kdraka), then we have the second (Accusative) 
and other case-endings ; whereas when the active agent is not meant to be 
spoken of, and all that is meant to bo spoken of as relation in general, then 
we have the sixth (Genitive) case-ending. In the case in question we do not 
find the sixth case-ending at all; what we do find is the third (Instrumental) 
case -ending ; that is why we admit the connection of ‘ ekahdyanl * with the 
verb to purchase, not with the word ^ arund'" (which signifies property of 
Redness).” 

The Opponent retorts — How then do we have the connection that we 
have in the expression ‘ nllain utpalam ’ ? 

The Purvapaksin answers — “There certainly is a connection in that 
case; but it is got at, not through Direct Signification, but, through iSyn^ac- 
tical Connection ; in proximity to the term ‘ utpnla ’ there is the term ‘ nlla ’, 
which (being an adjective) needs the other term, — and hence becoming 
syntactically connected with that other term (* utpala ’ ), it is taken as so 
connected by indicating a particular Utpala, — its function in this consisting 
of that process of Indication in which the word does not entirely surrender 
its own connotation [i.e. the term ‘ nllam ’ denotes the blue colour, — but when 
connected with the word * utpala \ it comes to indicate the blue-coloured 
utpala, and thus in the sentence ‘ nllam utpalam ’ we have the statement of 
the equation * the blue lotus is a lotus ’].” 

The Opponent — In the case in question also, there may be connection 
between the Redness and the Ekahdyanl, through Syntactical Connection. 

Purvapaksin — “That cannot be, we reply. Direct Signification is 
stronger than Syntactical Connection ; and Direct Signihcation asserts the 
connection of the Ekahdyanl with the act (of Purchasing) and not with the 
property (of Redness).''^ 

The Opponent — “ If connection with the Act can be admitted on the basis 
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of Direct Signification, then connection with the Property may also be ad- 
mitted on the basis of Syntactical Connection/* 

Purvapakain — “ That cannot be done ; when one thing is spoken of as re- 
lated to some other thing, no other thing, even though in close proximity to 
it, can become related to it. For instance, in the expression ‘ Bhdryd rdjnah 
purmo devadattasya if the term ‘ rdjnah ’ be taken as used for the purpose of 
qualifying the ‘ bhdryd ’, then it cannot be connected with the term ‘ purma ’ . 
In the same manner, in the case in question, when the term * ekahdyanl ’ 
has been used for the purpose of qualifying the act (of Purchasing) ^ it cannot 
be connected with the term * ariind 

Says the Opponent — It is true that, so long as there is no actual need 
(for one word to be connected with another), mere proximity cannot be a 
reason (for connecting them) ; — in fact, in every case, it is only when the 
meaning of the word alone by itself is found to be incompatible, and is on 
that account rejected, that there is justification for taking it as part of the 
meaning of the sentence in which it occurs (i.e. as connected with some 
other word or words of the sentence) ; this is not justifiable under any 
circumstances other than the said one: — and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the connotation of the word by itself is of a generic character (ns 
the word always denotes the Universal, the Class), — while the meaning of 
the sentence is of a particular character ; i.e. the meaning of tiie sentence 
is that which restricts to particulars the Universala denoted by the compo- 
nent words. Tliis is what has been explained under Su. 1. 1. 25 — ‘ Tadbhutd- 
ndm kriyJrthena aamdmndyo' rtliasya tannimittatodt,^ — It may be that the 
meanings of words are perceived directly, while the meaning of the sentence 
is inferred ; but so long as the word remains confined to its own denotation, 
it does not teach anything ; that is why it has to be syntactically connected 
with another word, — not for any other reason. So that in the case in 
question, even though the term * ekahdyanl ’, having all its needs fulfilled by 
being connected with the act of Purchasing, does not stand in need of the 
connection of any other vv^ord, — yet the term ‘ arund ’ is such that, unless it 
be connected with another word, it remains meaningless, and hence it 
becomes syntactically connected with the term ‘ ekahdyanl \ 

Purvapaksm — “It has been alretidj' pointed out that the term ^ ekahd- 
yanl * is meant to be connected with the act (of Purchasing), not with the 
property denoted by ‘ arund 

Opponent — ^What we say is that, with a view to save the term * arund ’ 
from becoming meaningless we have to take the term ‘ ekahdyanl * to be con- 
nected with both (the act of Purchasing, as well as the property of Redness), 
In fact, what is done for the sake of one thing may well be done for the sake 
of another; for instance, canals are dug for irrigating paddy, and yet water 
from them is used also for drinking and washing ; similarly, in the case in 
question, the term * ekahdyanl', used for the sake of being connected with 
the act of Purchasing, may be connected with the term ‘ arund * also ; there 
would be nothing wrong in that. 

Purvapakain—** It is not so ; though it may be that, in order to guard 
against the contingency of making the term * arund' meaningless, it is 
connected with the * ekahdyanl*, — yet, in this way, it could be connected 
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with the entire Context ; because this term * arund ’ could not be qualified 
(restricted) by the words * somam krir^ti* (‘purchases Sonia') \ because 
these words are not used as a qualifying clause; in fact they enjoin an 
Apurva (something not already known).” 

Opponent — Even though enjoined, this Apurva might become connected 
with something else, just as the term * ekahdyanl' is connected. — How so ? 
— A word is always used for a definite purpose ; hence it should be taken as 
serving all that purpose for which it is used ; and so long as such a word is 
present in the mind, and is found to be in need of some connection, it can 
become connected with another word, which also may be present in the 
mind. 

Purvapaksin — “ It is not so ; that word alone is connected with another 
which becomes meaningless unless so connected, — not any other word. — 
Why so ? — Because when the word becomes so connected, its universal 
connotation becomes restricted to particulars \ so that direct signification 
(of the Universal) suffers at the hands of syntactical connection (indicating 
the Particular). ( As regards the term ‘ arund ’ ), even when it is not connected 
with the act of Purchasing^ it does not become meaningless ; as it can be 
connected with the several ekahdyanl -miimeiis mentioned in the Context.” 

Opponent — It has been already pointed out that it is not possible for 
the term ‘ arund ’ to be connected with the Context. 

Purvapaksin — “ It is not impossible. The fact of the matter is that in 
any particular sentence, when a certain factor is enjoined by it, that same 
factor cannot be connected with any other factor ; because of difference in 
the form of expression ; the expression that is used for enjoining a thing is 
different from that used for connecting it with a property; further, that 
which is enjoined is made known as something not already known ; while 
what is meant to be connected with a property is only referred to as some- 
thing already known. Now if a certain thing is spoken of only once, it 
could not be known as well as not known; so that if the * ekahdyanl' has 
been enjoined in regard to the Purchasing ^ it could bo so only as something 
not already known ; while if it were connected with the property signified by 
the term * arund \ it could be so only as something already known. — There 
would be no such incongruities if the sentence were split up (one connecting 
the ekahdyanl with Purchasing, and another connecting the ekahdyanl with 
Redness) ; — in the Context itself there are several acts and substances spoken 
of by means of other sentences ; and it is with them that what is enjoined in 
the latter of the two sentences (into which the first sentence has been split 
up) becomes connected ; so that while it would be enjoined in one sentence', 
it would be referred to (for being connected with the other factors) in a differ- 
ent sense ; in which case there would be no incongruity. 

“ From all this it follows that the Redness is connected with the entire 
Context , because it is equally connected with all and because there is no differ - 
ence of Context*'. 


In answer to the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta — 
When the Substance and the Property serve the same purpose, they have the 
same function, and hence there should be restriction (Su.); that is to say. 
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in a case where the Substance and the Property are spoken of as serving the 
same purpose, these two — the Substance and the Property — should be taken 
as restricted to one and the same thing ; — why ? — because they have the same 
function ; — i.e. because the function of both is the same ; i.e. in the case in 
(luostion, the only function spoken of as belonging to the Substance ( Ekahd- 
yanl) and the Property ( Redness) is that they should be connected with the 
act of Purchasing. — How do you get at this idea ? — This is got at by taking 
the whole as * one sentence “ How are they taken as ‘ one sentence ' ? ” — 
The words — * arunaya — pihgdksyd -—ekahdyanya ' [‘with the rod, tawny- 
eyed, one-year-old ’ ] — do not convey any idea at all ; as both the speaker and 
the person spoken to still need some other word to comprehend the 
meaning; when however the words * Somam krindti' [ ‘he purchases the 
Soma’ ] are added, then the idea conveyed becomes completed ; as with this 
addition both the speaker and the person spoken to find all that they need. 

Objection In case the Substance and the Property serve the same 
purpose and have the same function, why cannot there be option [the two 
being treated as optional alternatives] ?” 

Reply — This cannot be right ; as (in the first place) the argument, — tliat 
“ the two things concerned fulfil the conditions of optional alternatives 
because of what has been declared (under Sutra 12. 3. 10) regarding ' things 
serving the same purpose being optional alternatives ’ ”, — has no force against 
us. — Why ? — Because that alone is an effective objection which establishes 
the objector’s own thesis and goes against that of his opponent ; your 
o])jection (that the two should bo treated as optional alternatives) does not 
go against our view, — our view being that Re/hiess is connected with 
Purchasing, — (Secondly) there can be no option in this case, as the purposes 
served are diverse. 

“ But it lias just been asserted that the purpose served is one and the 
same; so that what you assert now involves a self-contradiction. Then 
again, it has been explained (by the Purvapaksin, above) that the Property, 
being unsubstantial, cannot be connected with the Act ; while what is said 
now is that the Substance and the Property serve the same purpose of 
accomplishing the Purchase, — which is contrary to that statement.” 

Our answer to the above is that there is no self-contradiction ; nor 
is there any chance of the two being regarded as optional alternatives. It 
is true that the purpose served by both is one and the same; but there is 
a difference in the efficiency of the two ; the Substance helps the Act directly, 
while the Property helps the Act only indirectly, by qualifying and speci- 
fying the substances that help the Act. 

“ In that case the Property does not help in the accomplishment of the 
Act at all; all that it does is to specify Wmt (Substance) which accomplishes 
the Act.” 

It is not so; in the accomplishing of the Act, the efficiency of the 
Property lies in this that it specifies what does accomplish that Act; in fact 
the Act stands in need of the specification of the means of its accomplish- 
ment ; the Property serves to specify that means of accomplishment as its 
distinguishing mark; — in the absence of such a mark, there could be no 
specification as to which one of the meuny possible things is the means of 
23 
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accomplishing the particular Act ; and in that case we could not determine 
how to accomplish the Act. It is in this way that Property becomes 
the means of accomplishing the Act. 

Under these circumstances, the? two (Substance and Property) cannot be 
regarded as optional alternatives. — '^Po take an example, as between the Locus 
(Adhikarana) on the one hand and the Nominative and other Agents on the 
other, — the Locus contains (supports) the Nominative and other Agents,-- 
until these latter are so supported, they cannot accomplish the act ; — similarly 
the Nominative Agent brings together the Instrumental and other Agents; 
— and until these latter are so brought together, they cannot accomplish 
their respective functions. |So that, though there are so many agencies 
at work in the accomplishing of an act, all these agencies cannot be regarded 
as optional alternatives. | — In fact, it is a case of option only where a second 
instrument is prescribed for the imparting of that ver\' aid which can be 
imparted by an instrument already known ; e.g. in the case of the sentences 

* Vrihibhiryajate' and ‘ Yavairyajeta\ where both the t^rihl and the yava 
accord precisely the same help tolthe action by supplying the material for 
the Rice. 

“Then it comes to this that the ekahdyanl is enjoinc'd (as a mf^ans 
to the Purchasing), and the property of Redness is a qualification of the 
ekahdyanl ; and this explanation wilt involve the same incongruity of a 
syntactical split.’* 

We do not say that the term * aruryi^ is conni'cted with the term 

* ekahdyanl ’ ; what wo say is that it is connected with the verb ‘ to pur- 
chase*, — the meaning of the sentence being that ‘the act of purchasing 
should be accomplished by means of the Property of Redness ’ ; — now, 
according to this, the Agent has to make an effort by which the Purchasing 
could bo accomplished by the Property of Redness; — but the Property 
cannot accomplish the act except by serving as a (pialificiatioii for the 
Instrument whereby the act is directly accomplished; so that it follows as 
a matter of course that the Property becomes a qualification of that Instru- 
ment (in the present case, the Ekahdyanl). For instance, when it is said 
that ‘ one should cook in a pot — where the Pot is mentioned as a means of 
accomplishing the cooking, it is (employed in holding (containing, the article 
to be cooked); similarly in the case in question also. — Thus there is no 
possibility of a .syntactical split. 

“Even so there would be syntactical split. — How ? — In the text under 
consideration, th<Te are several sentences, each complete in itself ; just as in 
the case of the sentence ‘ Devadatta — Yajhadatta — Visnumitrdh hhojyantdm' 
[ ‘ Devadatta, Yajnadatta and Visnumitra should be fed ’J, where the act of 
‘ feeding ’ is meant to be complete in itself with reference to each of the thrt'e 
persons, — so also in the case of the sentence ‘ Yasya pita pitdnmhah somam na 
pihet, etc.’ [‘ One whose father and grandfather have not drunk the Soma 
should perform the Vrdtyapashuydga'] [where the condition of ‘the non- 
drinking of Soma’ pertains to the Father and the Grandfather, ('ach by him- 
self] ; — similarly in the ease in question, there would be two sentences, each 
complete in itself — ^ arunyiyd krliydti' and *ekahdyanyd krhidti' | and thus 
there would be a syntactical split].* ^ 
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This argument is not subversive of our main thesis ; for, even so, the 
redness is connected with the purchasing only, and not with the entire 
Context, 

“ True, the argument does not vitiate your metin thesis ; but (by your 
interpretation) it would be possible to have the purchase effected by an 
Ekahdyanl which is no/ 7'ed, as also by a red animal which is not ekahdyanl ; 
and this militates against your thesis that there is ‘ restriction regarding the 
Substance and the Property^ (Sutra 12). ” 

In that case, we shall assert that ‘there is no syntactical split (involved 
in our explanation). — How so ? — Because what are enjoined are the 
Substance (Animal) and the Redness in reference to the Purchasing, — and not 
the Purchasing in reference to these two (Substance and Redness) ; and 
the Principal does not vary with each accessory; it is only the accessory 
that varies with each l*rincipal. We have several instances where a sentence 
dealing with a large number of factors is taken as one complete unit dealing 
with all the factors taken collectively ; e.g. the sentence ‘ Gargdh 8hatam> 
dandyaniam' (‘ The Gargas should be fined a hundred * ; where, though each 
member of the Garga community is meant to bo fined, yet the sentence 
is taken as one complete unit dealing with them all in the aggregate), — and 
the sentence ^ Abhisutya hntt'd bhakmyanfi^ [where, though there are two 
distinct acitions, of extract f7ig the juice and pouriruj the libation, yet the two 
together are taken collectively as forming the antecedent of the action of 
eating], — Similarly in the case in question what is enjoined is the Pur^ 
chasmg as qualified by the two qualifying factors (of Redness and one -year- 
oldness) taken collectively [and thus there is no syntactical split], 

** As a matter of fact, in each of the instances cdtod, the act enjoined is 
found to be such as is complete in regard to each of the individuals 
concerned; how then is it concluded that ‘the sentence is one complete 
unit as dealing with all the individuals taken collectively, and not with each 
of them severally ? [The Fine, for instance, serves to absolve the person 
fined, and hence it has to bo repeated with each person of the Garga com- 
munity; and the eating has to be preceded by each of the two acts men- 
tioned as its antecedents.]” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — In the case in question, the Substance 
(Animal) and the Redness are found to be connected with the act 
(Purchasing), and not connected with each other; — the Purchasing also is 
found to be qualified by both, the Animal and the Redness collectively, not 
one by one; — under the circumstances, if this sentence were taken as 
predicating the animal and the redness, — then the Purchasing would be un- 
doubtedly connected with each of the two factors severally; if, on the 
other liand, the animal as well as the redness bo taken as enjoined with a 
view to enjoining the act of Purchasing, then this Purchasing would bo as 
(qualified by the one-year-old animal as by the property of Redness; so that 
the connection of both would have to bo admitted. Further, what is meant 
to be brought about in this case is the Purchase, not the Animal and the 
Redness ; as it is through this Purchase that the Soma, which is required as 
the material for the Jyotistoma sacrifice, is secured. As for the Animal 
and the Redness they would be desired to be brought about only if they 
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served the purposes of the Purchase, not otherwise. — From all this we 
conclude that what is enjoined is the Purchase, and this Purchase is 
qualified, not by each of the two factors severally [but by both collectively], 
— so that the sentence is a complete unit as dealing with both collectively. 
Such being the case, it follows that, with the exception of the one-year-old 
Animal, there is no other means of effecting the Purchase, — and that with 
the exception of Redness, there is nothing else to specify tne means of 
effecting the Purchase, — so that this * restriction ’ becomes duly established. 

“ What we have to urge against this is as follows : — If the Property 
(Redness) simply becomes connected with that by which the Purchase is 
effected, then, even on the split of the sentence, the Redness itself would 
remain a means of effecting the Purchase ; so that it would not be necessary 
for this Redness to enter into the Animal as its qualification ; under the 
circumstances, why is so much effort being made to treat the sentence as 
one composite whole ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — ^Tf the sentence is split up, then one 
Purchase becomes recognised as effected by means of the One-year-old 
Animal, — and another Purchase becomes recognised as effected by means 
of the Redness ; and the Redness docs not become predicated in reference to 
the same Purchase that is effected by means of the One-year-old Animal ; — 
so that, if there is another Purchase effected by means of Redness, then, by 
implication, there should be something else also as a means of effecting the 
Purchase [as the mere property of Redness, by itself, cannot effect any 
thing] ; and the property of Redness would, in that case, qualify this some- 
thing else and become connected with it. — ^If, on the other hand, the whole 
sentence is taken as one composite whole, then all this becomes avoided. 

Thus the only right conclusion is that * when the Substance and the Pro- 
perty serve the same purpose, they have the same function, and hence there 
shouM be restriction' (Su.). 



ADHiKARAiiTA (7) : The Cleansing should he done to all the 
Chrahas {Cups) : No significance attaches to the Number. 

SUTRA (13). 

[POrvapakija] — “ It is qualified by singleness, because 

SINGLENESS IS DIRE(3TLY MENTIONED.” 

Bhnsya. 

[The general question of the employment of Accessories having been dealt 
with, we now proceed to consider the details regarding special cases.] 

(a) There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text — * Yn evarh- 
vidvdn sotnena yajate^ etc.’ (Taitti. Sam. 3 2. 2. 3.) ; — in connection with this 
sacrifice we read * Dashdpavitrena gratiam sammdrstl \ — (6) Similarly, in 
connection with the Agnihotra, we read * Agnestrnnni apachinoti\ — (r) Last- 
ly, in connection with the Darsha-purnamdsat we read * Puroddaham par- 
yagni karotiA (Shata. Bra. 1, 2. 2. 13). 

In connection with all these, there arises the question — Are the 
(a) cleansing, (b) the remo^nng of straws, and (c) the taking round, of the Fire to 
be done in connection with {a) only one Cup, {b) only one Fire, and (c) only one 
Cake, — or with (a) all Cups, (6) all Fires, and (c) all Cakes ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa: — “It should be 
understood to be done to (a) one Cup, (6) one Fire, and (c) one Cake. — 
Why ? — Because of this being directly mentioned ; that is to say, every one of 
these things has been mentioned by a word with the singular ending ; it is 
only one thing that is found to be mentioned in these texts ; and in regard 
to Acts for which the Word (Vedic text) is our sole means of knowledge, we 
must accept as authoritative whatever the Word says; e.g. when the Word 
says ‘ Pashum dlabheta what is sacrificed is a single animal and that a mdle 
one (as such is the signification of the word * pashum^ which is in the 
singular number and masculine gender). Similarly in the case in question, 
(a) one Cup is to be cleaned, {b) straws have to be removed from one Fire, 
and (c) Fire has to be taken round one Cake^^* 


8UTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the act is to be done to all, 

BECAUSE OF THE DISTINGUISHING FEATURE ; THE 
DISTINGUISHING FEATURE IS PRESENT 
EQUALLY IN ALL. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the acts should be done to only one of the individual 
Cups (and Fires and Cakes) ; in reality, (a) all the Cups should be cleansed, 
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(b) straws should be removed from all the Fires, and (c) all Fire should be 
taken round one Cake. — Why ? — Because the cleansing has been enjoined in 
connection with the substance characterised by the generic character 
‘ Cup * as its distinguishing feature, and this distinguishing feature is equally' 
present in all the individual cups ; so that it cannot be understood which 
one vessel should be cleansed, and which should not he ch^ansed ; so that 
inasmuch as we find the cleansing laid down in connection with the Cup in 
general, and as we ilo not find anything pointing to any particular Cup, it 
follows that the act is to be done to all the Cups. — Similarly with the Fires 
and the Cakes. 

“ But we find the singular number, which shall specify (the particular 
Cup to be washed).” 

That cannot be ; because what the singulariUj (denoted by the singular 
number in the word ^ graham \ ‘cup’) may do is to affirm the singularltg 
with regard to the Cup (i.e. may denote the one Cup) — it cannot deny (i e. 
exclude) the second and other Cups; as the singular number only 
singularity, it does not deny (exclude) the second and the rest; — so that 
the second and the rest not being excluded, why should not the cleansing and 
other acts, which have been enjoined by means of words ex])ressive of the 
Cup and other things in general — be done to all the individuals ? 

The following argument may be urged here against our view: — “ When 
the singular number is used in reference to only one possible obje(;t (as in 
the text under consideration), what else could it do except excluding in 
regard to the second and the rest ; i.e. if the singular number did not exclude 
the second and other objects, it would be entirely superfluous ; — as a matter 
of fact, it is quite capable of excluding the second and other objects 
just as the sentence ‘ Ashvdhhidhanlmddatte ’ (‘He holds the reins of the 
horse’) excludes the reins of the Ass, so should there be exclusion in the 
present case also.” 

Our answer to this is that this cannot be ; in the case cited, the connec- 
tion between the Mantra and the Reins is laid down by — 'Imdmagrhhnari 
rashandmrtasyadtyashvdbhidhdnhmidatte (Tai. Sarh. 5. 1. 2. 1 — ^v^diere the 
connection between the Mantra and the Reins in general is expressed by the 
text of the Mantra itself — ‘ Imdmagrbhnan rashandmrtasya ’ ; — that the 
reins meant are to be of the Horse is not expressed by the Mantra (but 
by the additional sentence ‘ UyashvdbhidhdnlmCidatte ’ ) ; and as for the 
act of Holding itself, it is indicated by the words of the Mantra itself; — 
so that in this case it is only right that there should be exclusion of the 
Mantra (from being used in the holding of the reins of the .d^s). [The 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1007-1010 — takes objection to this reasoning.] 
— In the case in question, on the other hand, the Singular Number that 
we find used in connection with the object (Cup), — even though present, — 
cannot serve the purpose of exclusion, as it is itself not enjoined. For 
example, if one were to say, with reference to cooked rice — ‘ Whoever eats 
this rice, be it a dog or a cat, should be prevented*, — if what is laid 
down as the condition (for prevention), is the eating of the rice, — and not 
the connection (presence) of dog or cat, — then the crow also, when coming 
to eat the rice, should be prevented^ because, even though the Dog and 
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the Cat are specially mentioned, the presence of these has not been laid 
down as the condition (for preventing). Similarly, in the case in question, 
as the connection of singleness has not been enjoined, even though this 
singleness is im'iitioned, — all the cups become connected (with the cleansing). 

In fact, there is no word injunctive of the connection between the Object 
and Singleness, — “But there is the word * sammavsiV (‘cleanses*)”. — This 
word ‘ cleanses ’ does not lay down the connection between the Object and 
Singleness. — What then does it lay down ? ” — It lays down the connection 
between the Object and the Cleansing ; it is only when this is so that the text 
lays down what it directly' expresses; otherwise it would be taken, on the 
basis of Syntactical Connection, as laying down what is expressed not by itself 
but by other words; and Syntactical Connection can function only when 
Direct Assertion is not there, — never when the Direct Assertion is there. — 
Thus it is that, not being enjoined as qualifying anything, the Singleness 
cannot serve the purpose of excluding the second and oth('r cups ; and 
under the circumstances, if the Cleansing were done to the second and other 
cups, it would not be anything not-enjoined, or forbidden; because the 
Cleansing is actually predicated as much of the one as of the second and other 
cups. 

Then again, there is the following dilKiculty also (in the Purvapaksa 
view) : — The Singleness (if enjoined) could not be restricted in regard to the 
Cleansing of the object ; because the Clearising cannot be the qualification of that 
object in regard to which the Singleness would be restricted ; as the Cleansing 
is what is enjoined in this same sentence; it is not something enjoined 
elsewhere and only referred to (mentioned) here as the qualification of the 
object; — nor is it possible for the same thing to be enjoined and at the 
same time to be mentioneA (referred to) as a qualification. A thing can 
specify (or qualify ) another only when it is something of which the connec- 
tions are well known already ; but things like those in question, which 
are cognisable only by moans of Vedh? texts, cannot have their connecjtions 
already known. As a matter of fact, however, the (dea, using is actually 
enjoined ; hence it cannot servo as a qualification ; — and if it is not a 
tjualification, the Singleness cannot be regarded as restricted to the object. 

“We shall say then that the Sirufleness is asserted in regard to the 
Washing. ” 

Even so, there would be only two possible alternatives — either (a) the 
Singleness or {b) the Cleansing is the primary (predominant factor). As a 
matter of fact, however, both these alternatives are impossible, (a) Because 
the Cleansing cannot be done to the Singleness [and this would be the 
meaning if the Singleness is the predominant and Clexinsing the subordinate 
factor J ; nor does the Cleansing^ when done to the Object, bring any benefit to 
the Singleness ; — nor is there any need for any benefit to bo brought to the 
Singleness X because (under the alternative proposed) the Singleness is not 
spoken of as the subordinate factor. — (6) “Well, we may regard the single- 
ness as subordinate to the cleansing (the second alternative).” That also 
is not possible. — “Why?” — Because it is unsubstantial (formless), and as 
such it cannot accomplish the Cleansing. Thoiigh there may be other 
formless things ^\hich accomplish actions by qualifying the means by which 
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those actions are accomplished, — yet it cannot be so in the present case of 
Singleness \ because in the present case, it is not the Cup that is enjoined 
for the Cleansing', in fact, it is the Cleansing that is enjoined for the Cup 
and the Cleansing is something that serves a distinctly useful purpose ; and 
we have not got to assume a use for the Cleansing. If the Cup rendered 
any help to the Cleansing, then the Singleness, as helping (qualifying) that 
helper (Cup), could be taken to help the Cleansing b\so — but as a matter of 
fact, this is not so. — For these reasons, there can be no connection between 
the Singleness and the (Heansing. 

“ The Cup, even though the predominant factor, does accomplish the 
Cleansing \ so that by qualifying this act of Cleansing, as also the means of 
accomplishing this act, it would render help to it; just as the details of the 
Pranita -water performed over the curd and milk brought up for sacrificial 
purposes, help the cooking (of the rice), — or the details of the Sacrificial 
Post performed over the Paridhi broijght up for the purposes of the 
Encircling, help in the tying (of the animal to the Paridhi). Thus then, 
what has been said is no answer (to the P fir vapaksa~^t [That 
is to say, in the first place, the capacity to a(‘complish the Cleansing 
belongs to the (hip, and hence it would be through this that the Singleness 
would help the Cleansing; and even though the Gup is the predominant 
factor, yet it would become the property of a subordinate object by 
becoming qualified by a property (e.g. Singleness) that is subordinate to 
the Action. It is not necessary that an accessory must rest upon an 
accessory ; all that is necessary is that it should rest upon something that 
helps the Action and thereby helps its accomplishment. — Tantravdrtika — 
Trans., p. 1013. J ” 

Our answer to the above is as follows: — ^We do not say that they 
do not help that which is not conducive to the accomplishment of the 
Action; what we do say is that when the Cup, which is the predominant 
factor, is mentioned as a cpialification, then the Singleness has no connection 
either with the Cup, or with the Cleansing. — Why ? — Whenever anything 
is put forward as a (qualification, there is certainly an agreement between 
the two; but such a thing is not laid down as something to he known.— 
“Why then is it put forward at all ?” — It is put forward with a view to 
something else being enjoined for it ; as for instance, in the case in (question, 
the Cup is qualified (by Singleness), and the Cleansing is enjoined for it. In 
addition to this, if the connection with Simpleness were another factor 
enjoined in regard to the (hip or the Cleansing, then there would be a split 
of the sentence, as there would be two connections predicated. — It might be 
argued that — “ the cup having been qualified, what is enjoined in regard 
to it is connection with Singleness, not connection with Cleansing *\ — But in 
that case it will have to be admitted that the presence, in the text, of the 
word ‘cleansing’ would have to be regarded as a mis-reading; — which, 
in fact, it is not. Hence the conclusion is that neither of the two (the 
Cup or the Cleansing) has any connection with Singleness. Thus it is 
that Singleness renders no help either to the Cup or the Cleansing; and it 
has to be taken as only referred to. From all this it follows that Singleness 
is not intended to do anything at all, and that the Cleansing should be 
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done to all the Cups. — “ Why so ? ** — Because it is equally connected with all 
and because there is no difference of Context. 

Objection — “ If no significance is meant to be attached to Singleness^ 
then why is the Singular Number used ? When several things were meant to 
be spoken of, the Plural Number should have been used.” 

Our answer to this is as follows: — ^We are not discussing here whether 
the Singular Number should be used or should not be used ; what we are 
discussing is — when the Singular Number has been used, what should it be 
understood to mean ? — Should it bo taken to mean that the Cleansing should 
be done to one (Cup) or to all ? — And it has been established that it 
should be done to all. — Then again, the signifying of the number is not 
the solo function of a case-ending; — what then ? —it also signifies an active 
agency; so that, when it is not meant to signify the Singleness (Number), its 
presence would serve the purpose of signifying the active agency; so that it 
would not be entirely superfluous. 

Lastly, in the word ^ graham \ the Cup is denoted by the noun-base 
(the term ^ graha'), and Singlene.ss is denoted by the case-ending (in 
* graham'). — “What if it is so ?” — From this it follows that it is by Direct 
As.Hertion that the case-ending speaks of its connotation ns subsisting in what 
is denoted by the noun-base. — “ Kven so, why should that (Singleness^ 
denoted by the case-ending) not be connected with Cleansing ? ” — If it were 
connected with, it could bo so only through Syntactical Connection ; and when 
a thing has become connected with one thing, by Direct Assertion^ it cannot 
be separated from it and connected with another, through Syntactical Connec- 
tion. Thus then, when the Cleansing is not connected with Singleness^ there 
is nothing lost if it is not done as qualified by singleness. Nor is the 
Cleansing qualified by Singleness ; it is enjoined only for the Cup ; — why then 
should it not be done to the second or the third Cup ? 


SUTRA (15). 

That which is enjoined (or predkjated) is for the 
SAKE OF something ELSE ; HENCE IT SHOULD RE 
TAKEN EXACTLY AS MENTIONED IN THE TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Furvapahsin above (towards the end of the 
Bhdsya on Su. 13) that — “as in th(* case of the sentence * Fashumdlabheta\ what 
is sacrificed is only one animal, and that also a male on<‘, — so should it be in 
the case in question also”. — The two case.s however are not analogous; 
(a) There is this difference that in the present case the cleansing is for the 
Cupf while in the other case, the animal is for the sacrifice . — “ What, if it is 
so ? ” — ^When anything qualifies that which is for the sacrifice, then it renders 
help to the sacrifice ; as the sacrifice cannot be performed by means of any- 
thing which is not qualified (or specified); in the case in question, on the 
other hand, the cleansing is not to be done by the cup as qualified (or specified) 
by anything, which latter thing would qualify the cuji and render help to the 
cleansing. — (6) Then again, in the case of the Animal, its singleness has been 
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enjoined in reference to the sacrifice. — “ It has been asserted that it is by 
Direct Assertion that the case-eruling expresses its connotation as subsisting in 
what is denoted by the noun-base (Bha. Tcixt, p. 229, line 1); while it is 
through Syntacti(;al Connection that the singleness could be enjoined in regard 
to the sacrifice; — and Direct Assertion is stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion; — all this has been asserted (by the SiMhdntin himself).” — True; in a 
case where the? directly-expressed connection is meant to be expressed, it is 
as has been asserted ; hut in a case where such a connection is not meant to be 
expressed, what is learnt through Syntactical Connection cannot be rejected. 
It is for this reason that only one animal is sacrificed, that too a male. In 
the cas(^ in question, the singleness of the cup does not render any help t<» 
tlie cleansing, and hence it cannot qualify the cup. Hence it follows that 
no significaric(^ attaches to this singleness. 



Adhikarai^a (8): There is no ‘cleansing^ of the " Chamasa- 
rf(})s ’ : Exception to the foregoing AdhiTcarana. 

SUTRA (10). 

I PfTRVAPAKSA] “ BE(^AUSE THEY ARE OF THE NATURE OF A 

PURIFICATORY (PREPARATORY) ACT, THE ACCESSORY 
DETAILS (like ‘CLEANSING’) SHOULD NOT BE 
RESTRICTED IN THEIR APPLICATION*'. 

Bhdsya, 

There* is the J yotiatoma sacrifice, in connection with which we* rc'rtcl - 
" Dashdpavitrena yraham aamtndrsti'* ; we have understood (from the fore- 
going AdhiJearana) that all the cups (yrahaa) are to he cleansed,- there* 
arises the (question — Are* tht^ Ohamasas (Sorna-cups) also to be wash(*d or 
not ? 

On this question, we ha\'i* the* fe)Ilowing Purcapnksa : — “ Cha^uasa-cups 
and all similar vessels are* te) be cleanse»d. — Why ? — Because they are all equally 
connected a}id> because there is no difference of Context, Just as the* (Iraha-Cups 
are connected with a transce*ndental result, se) art* the Chamasa-cups alse) ; 
and just as the Graha-Cups are mentit)ned in the Cenitext, se) are the) 
Chatnasa-cups alst). Hence the Cleansing is te) be* de)ne> te) all. 

Objection — ‘What are specially named are the) Graha-Cups, and these 
would exclude the Chamasa-cups' 

“ Answer —The) mention of the graha-cup may bo taken as mere*ly 
illustrative, standing for all Soma- cups; so that all those* cups are to be* 
cleansed which are e)f this nature that if the Se)ma-juice) were nof ke*pt in 
them, there would be fear e)f its be>ing thrown e)ut. — [Read * yasmin- 
nagrhyamdnah\ not kept; — as printed, the passage) may be* rendered as ‘if 
the Soma-juice> were kept in them there would be an idea that it is meant te) 
be poured out’]. — For example, when it is said ‘dining time has arrive'd, 
wash the) dishes’, all those ve)ssels are washed which are likely to be use)d 
at dinner, — and the ^ dish^ is taken as mentioned only by way of illustra- 
tion; similarly should it be in the case in e[ue»stion also.” 

Says the Purvapaksin’s Opponent — In the world eif e)rdinary e*xperience), 
all activity is determined by some purpose or need ; so that whatever thing 
may be there which, on being cleansed, would serve a useful purpose, — all 
that should be cleansed; — in the case of the Veda however, all action is 
determined by the words of the text, — ^and in the case in question, the words 
of the text speak of the cleansing of the graha-cup ; and so long as the 
adopting of the directly-expressed meaning of the words is possible*, why 
should the term * graha' bo taken in an indirect figurative sense (of nil kinds 
of cups) ? 

Purvapaksin — “Our answer to this is as follows: — -What the word 
* samnmrsti' (‘cleanses’) can enjoin by direct signification is the agent’s 
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activity towards the act of qUansing^ — while the connection with the yraha- 
cups can be indicated only through Syntactical Connection; — and Direct 
Assertion is always more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. It is 
in this sense that connection with the graha-cup has been described as 
indirectly indicated, and not a-s directly asserted. — From all this it follows 
that every cup that is capable of the purification should bo cleansed ; and 
such accessory details as cleansing are not to be restricted to the graha- 
cups only.” 

8UTRA (17). 

|SiDD%ANTAJ — [n reality, there should be restriction, as THE' 

PARTICULAR OBJECT IS MENTIONED DIRECTLY, AND THE SCRIP- 
TURAL WORD IS THE SOLE AUTHORITY IN THESE MATTERS. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the cleansing should be restricted to the Graha-Cups only, it 
could not apply to the Chamasa-cups. — -Why ? — Because the particular object 
is mentioned directly; the Graha-Cup is directly mentioned in the text; 
thert'forc it could not be left out (from being cleansed) ; for if it were left out, 
the direct Vedic text would be disobeyed ; and it would follow that according 
to you, the presence of the word * graham' in the text is a mistaken 
reading; — this would not be right. Hence the conclusion is that the text 
specifies the Graha-vessel by moans of the term * graham' and then enjoins 
the connection of the cleansing; but unless it enjoined the cleansing itself, 
the text could not enjoin the connection of the cleansing ; hence the text must 
enjoin the cleansing itself. — -This would not involve any disobeying of the 
Veda. — Why ? — Because by moans of the verb * sammdrsti* (‘cleanses*), the 
Vedic text can enjoin the agent’s activity towards the act of cleansing, — ^and 
it makes no difference whether the cleansing itself is brought about or it is 
only connected with something else; — so that there would be nothing 
repugnant to the Vedic text if the Graha-Cup were connected (with the 
cleansing) ; and himce it is only right that the cleansing should bn restricted 
to the Graha-Cups only. 

Objection — “Inasmuch as the connection of the transcendental result 
is equally present, and as there is no difference of Context — the cleansing 
should be applicable to the Chamasa-cups also, and its injunction should not 
be restricted to the Graha-Cups only; — ^as we have already explained 
above.” 

Answer — The Injunction (of the Chamasa-cups) could be possible only 
after all the objects mentioned in the text have been syntactically connected 
into a single sentence, — not until this syntactical connection has been 
made ; — now such a syntactical connection with all the objects could only 
be m/erred from the indications of the ; while that of the Graha-Cups 

is directly perceived; — hence the Injunction cannot apply to the entire 
Context. 

In the case of the connection between the cup and singleness (dealt with 
in the previous Adhikarana) it was found impossible for the text to enjoin 
that connection without abandoning what is directly expressed by it. So 
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that the case of the present Adhikarana is not analogous to the case of the 
injunction of the singleness of the cup. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that—** Just as in the case of 
the expression * wash the dishes \ the term * dishes ’ is taken to be indirectly 
indicative (of all those things that may be required at dinner-time), so in tin? 
present case also (the term * graham ’ should bo taken to be indicative of 
all cwps).”— This argument has already been refuted by the assertion that 
in the world of ordinary experience all activity is determined by some pur- 
pose or need, while in the case of the Veda, it is determined entirely by 
the words of the text. 



Adhikarai>ia (9) : The measure of * seventeen cubits ’ 
appertains to the Sacrificial Post used at the 
‘ Pashu-sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (18). 

Bein(; of no use in the Primary, it should appertain 
TO ITS Subsidiaries. 

Bhdsya. 

Til c'Diinectioii with thf* Vajapeya sacrifi<*o we ri'iid — “ Saptadcishdratnir^ 
vfljapeyasya yupah' f‘Tho Sacrificial Post of the Vajapeya is seventeen 
cubits in height’]. — In regard to this there arises the question — Does the 
measure of ‘ st'venteen cubits ’ appertain to the upright vessel at the Vitja- 
'peya sacrifice, — or to the Sacrificial Post at thi' Paslin-nac r ifice ? 

On this question, we have the following Purrapaksa : — 

“ It appertains to tho. upright vessel, — Why ? — Because at the Vajapeya 
sacrifice, there is no Sacrificial Post at all ; so that the measures can 
appertain only to that vessel -used at the Vajapeya which resembles the 
Sacrificial Post then* is the vessel named ^ shodashP, used at the 
Vajapeya, which resembles th(3 Sacrificial Post in being ‘ made of Khadira- 
wood^ and in being apright ; ~ii therefore the measure appertain to this 
vessel, th(?n the term' Vajapeya ’ retains its direct connotation ; otherwise (in 
the other alternative), the t(*rm " vajapeya"* would have to be taken in its 
indireiit sense, indicating the Pashu- sacrifice, which is a subsidiary of the 
Vdjapeya-sacrifi.ee, — ‘ In your view also, the term aacrificud post has to be 
taken in tht* indirect sens(', indicating the Upright Vessel, ’ — Our answer to this 
is that in either case* we cannot entirely avoid recourse to indirect indication ; 
ill our view however there is tliis advantagi* that the coiini'ction of th<‘ 
Vajapeya, which forms the subject-matter of the Context, is retained; hence 
the measure should appertain to the Upright Vessel (which is used at the 
Vajapeya itself).” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta — Being of no 
use in the Primary, it should appertain to its subsidiaries (Su. ). — The term 

* vajapeya' signifies a particular form of Soma-sacrifice ; — this sacrifice by 
itself has no use for th<' Sacrificial Post ; — there is however a subsidiary of 
the Vdjapeya-^criiiQe, whicli is called the Pashu-sacrifice, whereat there 
is need for the* Post, for the tying up of the animal. — Under these circum- 
stances, if the measure of ‘ seventeen cubits ’ were taken as enjoined for tht* 

* Post at the Vajapeya itself', — then, as there is no such Post, — the Injunc- 
tion would be meaningless. In order therefore to save it from becoming 
meaningless, it should be taken as appertaining to the Post at the Pashu- 
sacrifice. The name ‘ Post ’ could be applied to the Upright Vessel only 
figuratively (indirectly). — “ But in the other view also, the name ‘ vajapeya' 



DISCOURSE III, PADA I, ADHIKARANA ( 9 ). 307 

<*ould be applied to the Pashn- sacrifice only indirectly.” — Not so, we reply. 
In oiir view, the term * vdjapeya' stands for the Vdjapeya-sacrifice itself; 
only it will specify (qualify) the Post used at the Pashu- sacrifice ; because 
this Post is of use to its subsidiary, the Pashu-sacrifice ; and when one thing 
helps the subsidiary of another, it becomes related to this latter by direct 
relationship ; and this relationship does not cease simply because it is 
interrupted (by the intervention of the said subsidiary). For instance, in 
the case of * Devadatta’s grandson their relationship is interrupted by the 
intervention of the ‘son’, and yet the grandson is related to Devadatta b\' 
direct relationship. — ^Thus then it is our view of the case that should be 
accepted ; as it does not involve the necessity of having recourse to ‘ indirect 
indication ’ in the case of any word at all. 



Adhikabacta (10) : Acts like ‘ Abhihramamb ’ {Stepping 
Forward) are subsidiary to the ‘ Prayajas ’ only. 

SUTRA (19). 

[PuRVAPAKSJA] “As REOAllDS AN ACOESSOllY PERTAINING TO THE 

Performer, — inasmuch as it does not form an integral. 

PART OF THE ACTION, THERE WOULD BE A SYNTACTICAL 
SPLIT [IF IT WERE CONNECTED WITH ANY 
PARTICULAR ACTION J.” 

Bkdsya. 

[Subsidiaries in the shape of Purificatory Acts, Substances and 

Accessories have been dealt with ; we now proc;eed to consider those cases where an 
action, mentioned as related to another action, comes to bo regarded as a purifica- 
tory act,- Tantravarfika Trans., p. 1031. J 

In the passage relating to the Prayajas which form part of the Darsha- 
purnamdsa sacrifices, we read — * Ahhikramam juhotyahhijityai* (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 6. 1. 4). — In connection with this sentence, there arises the question 
— Does this act of ‘ ahhikramana * (Stepping Forward) find place iu the 
Prayajas only ? — or in the (acts dealt with in the) entire (Context ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — 

“ As regards an accessory pertaining to the Performer^ — what wo say is 
that — there would he a syntactical splits — because one act does not form an 
integral part of another action. That is to say, the act of Stepping Forwardifi 
something unsubstantial (formless) ; hence it cannot help in the accomplish- 
ing of the act of * Homa" (spoken of by the second term in the sentence, 
*juhoti'‘)\ — and hence it cannot be syntactically connected with it. — From 
which it follows that the said act of Stepping Forward should find place in the 
entire Context, — * because of its being equally connected with all and because 
there is no difference of context' (Su. 8).” 

Objection against the Purvapaksa - Vov the same reason that has been 
propounded (against the act of Stepping Forward appertaining to the act of 
Uoma), the act in question could not find place in any other act mentioned 
in the Context.’ 

Answer (from thi' Purvapaksin) — *‘Tn the case of other acts, the act in 
question would be connected with the Performers.” 

Opponent — ‘ In the case of the Prayajas also, the said act is connected 
with the Performers.’ 

Purvapaksin — “ That is not so ; what the term *juhoti * is able to enjoin 
is only that activity of the Agent which tends towards the offering of 
Homa ; — it cannot enjoin the connection between tliat Agent and the act of 
Stepping Forward," 

Opponent — ‘ In the case of the other acts of the Context also, there could 
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be no injunction of the connection of the Agent Vi th the act of Stepping 
ForwardJ* 

Purvapakem — “That does not affect our position; in the case of the 
other acts, as they are all spoken of in the same Context, they are all 
recognised as subsidiaries (to the main Act) ; so that the text laying down 
the entire procedure would naturally include the injunction of the act of 
Stepping Forward also, which will thus find place in the entire Context.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiddhInta] — Not being completed with what precedes it, 

'THE ACT IN QUESTION REMAINS INCOMPLETE*, IT SHOULD 
THEREFORE BE SYNTACTICALLY CONNECTED 

(with the Pbayajas). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right to say that the act of Stepping Forward finds place in the 
entire Context ; in fact, it can find place only in the Praydjas ; — why ? — 
because it is syntactically connected with these ; because the sentence 
speaking of the act of Stepping Forward — ‘ Ahhikrdman juhoti ’ — ^not complet- 
ed with what precedes it, remains incomplete. And as Syntactical Connec- 
tion (which connects the act with the Praydjas only) is more authoritative 
than Context (which connects it with the entire Context), the Act of Stepping 
Forward should find place in the Praydjas only. 

Objection— ** But it has been pointed out that the act of Stepping 
Forward, being unsubstantial (formless) is unable to help the accomplishment 
of the Homa."' 

Answer — ^It is true that by itself, the Stepping Forward is unable to help 
in the Homa ; but it can help in its accomplishment when connected with 
the Performer. — How so ? — By Stepping/ Forward, the Performer comes close 
to the Ahavanlya Fire; — and the Homa can be done in both ways — from a 
distances the Performer may extend his hand and pour the libation, or 
Stepping Forward, he may draw closer to the fire (and pour the libation 
without having to extend his hand). Thus it follows that the act of 
Stepping Forward helps the Hotna ; and hence it should find place in the 
Praydjas only. 


24 



ADHiKARAijrA (11) ; The ‘ Upavtta ’ forms part of the 
entire ‘ Darsha-purimmasa in whose context it is 
mentioned. — [Exception to the preceding 
Adhikaratm.'\ 

SUTRA (21), 

In a doubtful case, there beino an interruption, the 

SENTENCE SHOULD HE SPLIT UP. 

Bhd§ya. 

[The fact of one Act appertaining to another having been e.stablished, we now 
proceed to consider the question as to whether such appertaining is determined by 
the intermediate or the prime Context. — Tantravartika -Trans., p. 1034.1 

(a) In the seventh and eighth Anutvlkas relating to the Darsha-puri^- 
m&aat we find the Sdmldhem verses mentioned ; — (h) in the ninth, the Nivids ; 
— (c) in the tenth, the mention of those Samulhems that are to be recited 
with a view to particular results, to the effect that ‘ if one desires such and 
such a result, one should recite so many Sdmidheni verses’, ‘if he desires 
another result, he should recite so many ’ and so forth ; — in the eleventh, the 
Y ajfiopavlta (sacrificial clothing) is mentioned: * Upavyayate devalakamu- 
mJiva tat kurute' [‘when one wears the UpavUa, he wears the sign of the 
gods’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 11. 1). 

Now, in regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Uftamta to be 
worn only while one is reciting the Sdmulkenls ? — or should it bt? worn while 
one is performing all the various acts that have been laid down in the 
Context ? 

Question — “ Why should such a question arise at all ? ” 

Answer — ^The question ari-ses because it is not already perceived whether 
the Upavita is mentioned in course of the (intermediate) context of the 
Sdmidhenls, or after the close of the context of the Sdmidhenls. 

Question — “ But as a matter of fact, the entire Context is of the Darsha^ 
purnamdsa, and it is only in the context of the other acts (constituting the 
Darshapurnamdsa) that the SdmidhSnis are mentioned [so that there can be 
no ‘ context of the Samidhenis 

Answer — It is true that the Samidhenis are mentioned in tlie Context of 
something else (the Darsha^puriuimdsa) ; yet of the SdmidJienis themselves, 
there is a distinct intermediate Context. The assertion ^ Sdmidhenlranu^ 
brUydt* (‘ should recite the Sdmidheni verses^) remains incomplete (wanting 
something to complete it), — and it is on account of this incompleteness that 
what is mentioned in proximity to the assertion becomes recognised as 
pertaining to the said assertion. 

Question — “ Even so, how can the context of the Samidhenis be said to 
cease ? ” 
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Answer — It caches because of the interruption caused by the mention of 
the Nivids (in the ninth anuvdka, which comes between the seventh and 
eighth anuvdkas dealing with the Sdmidhents, and the tenth amivdka 
mentioning the Sdmidhenl), 

Question — “ If that is so, then why should there arise the idea that the 
context of the Sdmidhenls continues (even after the said interruption) ? ” 

Answer — As a matter of fact, even after the texts dealing with the 
Nivids (ninth anuvdka)^ we find mentioned the details connected with the 
Sdmidhenls themselves, relating to the recitation of those done with the 
desire for certain results (in the tenth anuvdka) ; and it is after this latter 
section that (in the eleventh anuvdka) the Upavlta is mentioned ; so that the 
treatment of the Sdmidhenls continues all through up to the Upavlta ; this is 
what gives rise to the idea that the Context of the Sdmidhenls does not 
cease (with the mention of the Nivids) ; so that it is the Nivids that appear 
in the midst of the context of the Sdmidhenls and do not intercept it ; just 
as the presence of the Twelve Upasads which belong to the Ahina sacrifices 
appear in the midst of the context of the Jyotistoma and yet do not interrupt 
this latter. — Thus it is that there arises the question (dealt with in the 
present Adhikarana). 

On this question then, we have the following Purmpaksa:--'' 

(J ()avlta has been mentioned before the context of the Sdmidhenls has 
ceased.- ^How so ? — Because the mention of the Upavlta follows immediately 
after the texts speaking of that recitation of the Sdmidhenls which is done 
with a desire for certain results ; so that the Upavlta is s])okeu of while the 
Sdmidhenls are still in our mind. It is only a particular manner of wearing 
the cloth by the performer that is called ‘ Upavlta * ; and there arises a 
question as to the a(^t at the time of doing which the Performer is to wear 
the cloth in that manner ; — and the texts speaking of th(^ Upavlta become 
syntactically connected with the text speaking of the Sdmidhenls which is 
not far from the former texts and which latter are still in our mind ; and thus 
it is that we conclude that the word ‘ Upavyayatl ’ (‘wears the Upavlta *) lays 
down the Upavlta as to be worn at the timti of the reciting of th(^ Sdmidhenl 
verses.” 

In answer to the above Puroapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
In regard to the question at issue, the conclusion cannot be as eu^serted by 
you. The conclusion on this question is that ‘ the sentence should be split up ’ 
(Su.). — Why? — * Because there is interruption^ (Su,); — that is, at one end 
there is the? sentence, complete in all its details, speaking of the Sdmidhenl, 
— and at the other (?nd there is the sentence speaking of the U pavlta,~~BXid 
in between these two intervenes the text laying down the Nivids, which has 
no connection with the Sdmidhenl verses. In a case where, even on the 
completion of a sentence speaking of a certain thing, another subject 
connected with the same thing is introduced, — the context of that thing is 
not discontinued, — and that thing does present itself to the mind when any- 
thing related to it is mentioned. On the other hand, in a case where, on the 
completion of a sentence, another subject is introduced which is not connect- 
ed with it in any way, then (the continuity of the Context having been 
broken up) the thing spoken of in the first sentence does not come to the 
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mind. What is not present in the mind cannot be syntactically^ connected ; 
the meaning of a sentence is completed only when there is connection 
between two things present in the mind,— n-not when only one of them is present 
in the mind. In fact this (being present in the mind) is the purpose served by 
the juxtaposition of two sentences (jneant to be syntactically connected) ; and 
the meaning of a sentence may be sought to be completed with the help of a 
thing cognised immediately after that sentence, only with a view to bring 
about a complex cognition taking in both the things concerned. As a matter 
of fact, there is no cognition of a thing spoken of immediately after the 
sentence, if it is spoken of by means of a word which is not connected with 
it. Thus there can be no syntactical connection between one sentence and 
another when there is an interruption between the two. 

“ It may be possible to recall the previously-cognised thing to the mind, 
by means of contemplation and other means, — ^and then to connect it with 
what comes after the interruption.” 

The meaning of the sentence in such a case could not be regarded as 
countenanced by the Veda ; as it would have its source in human intelligence. 
In fact, if the meaning of a sentence were evolved by obtaining an idea of a 
previous object by means of contemplation, — it would be like the meaning of a 
sentence' formed by taking the verb from one chapter and the noun from 
another. — Thus then we conclude that it is not possible to treat as ‘ one 
sentence ’ a passage the two parts of which are interrupted by something 
totally unconnected with them; consequently there can be no syntactical 
connection between the Upavlta and the Sdmidhenl verses. 

** As a matter of fact, the Upavlta is spoken of in close proximity to 
those optional Sdmidhenls (recited for special purposes), which have 
been spoken of and cognised immediately before (the mention of the 
Upavlta); and in this manner it would become connected with the Sami- 
dhenl verses.” 

Our answ(^r is tiiat this cannot be; the context of the Sdmidhenls is 
past and gone, having been interrupted by the texts of the Nivide; — as for 
the subsequently -mentioned Sdmidhenl‘Option6 recited for special pur 
poses^ — though these may bo connected through syntactical connection 
(with the Upavlta), yet the context (of the Sdmidkenl) does not continue ; 
because the mere mention of an alternative does not make the Sdmidhenl- 
verses the subject-matter of the Context ; because they are not spoken of 
as to be ‘ recited all that is said is that they should be connected with 
certain numbers,— but that also through syntactical connection, not through 
Context. Thus then, the Sdmidhenl verses not continuing to be the subject- 
matter of the Context, if there is an accessory detail which cannot bt^ 
syntactically connected with the Sdmidhenl verses, then that detail can 
have no connection with them. 

From all this it follows as the established conclusion that the performer 
should wear the Upavlta during the performance of all that is mentioned in 
the entire context (of the JJarsha-Puri^rndsa) (and not in connection with 
the Sdmidhenls only). 



Adhikarai^a (12): Vessels like the ‘Varana" and the 
" Vaikankata'" appertain to all Sacrifices: {Exception 
to Adhikarana (9).) 

SUTRA (22). 

Inasmuch as aul subsidiaries are subservient to somethino 

ELSE, AND ARB EQUAL IN THAT RESPECT, — THERE CAN BE NO 
CONNECTION AMONU THEMSELVES. 

Bhdsya, 

In connoctum with the Fire-laying Rite, Tam^a and VaikatikaUt vessels 
are found mentioned, — some of which art* for the purposes of the Honia- 
offerlny, while others are not for the purposes of the Homa-offering,- 
in the following text : — * Taamdt vdrano vai ijajhdiHZcharah sydl, na tt^etemt 
juhuydt; vaikankato yajndvaeharah ayat, jnhuyd<1Uena \ — As a matter of 
fact, however, these Vdrana and Vaikankato. vessels have no connection with 
the Fire-laying Rite : — why ? — becaiise they are spoken of in the text as 
‘ yajndvachara\ which means that these vessels belong to the sacrifice \ and 
the Fire-laying Rite is not a ‘sacrifice*, as there is no injunction of ‘sacri- 
ficing’ in connection with it; — so that this Syntactical Connection sets aside 
the indications of the Context (by which latter the vessels would be con- 
nected with the Fire-laying Rite). — Thus then (it being clear that they 
belong, not to the Fire-laying Rite, but to some sacrificial performance), there 
arises the question — Do these vessels find a place in the Pavamdna sacrifices 
only ? Or in all sacrifices, the Darshaptirnamdsa and the rest. 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa ; — 

“ The vessels are to be used in connection of the offering -materials of 
the Pavamdna sacrifices. — Why ? — It has been declared (in a previous 
adhikarar)>a) that a factor which is found to be inapplicable to the Principal 
is assumed to appertain to the Subsidiary ; then, inasmuch as the Pavamdna. 
offerings are mentioned in the context of the Fire -laying Rite, those offerings 
must be subsidiary to the Fire-laying Rite ; hence the vessels in question (not 
being connectible with the Fire-laying Rite) should be connected with the 
Pavamdna offerings (which are subsidiary to that Rite).” 

In answer to the above Purvapakaa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
AU avhaidiaries, — the Pavamdna offerings and also the Fireclay ing Rite (which 
also is a subsidiary), — being equal, there can he no connection among themselves. 
That is, just as the Fire-laying is subsidiary to the Fire, as tending to 
sanctify it, — so also are the Pavamdna offerings subsidiary to the Fire ; 
how then could there be any mutual connection between these ? — As for 
the argument that, “ the Pavamdna offerings are mentioned in the context 
of the Fire-laying Rite,*' — though they are so mentioned, yet the Context 
becomes set aside by Syntactical Connection, which makes these offerings 
belong to the Fire, 
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“Which is the sentence (which, through Syntactical Connection, con- 
nects the Pavamdna offerings with the Fire) ? *’ — 

That sentence is “ Yaddhavaniye juhoti tena ao^ sydhhl^tah prlto hhavatl'^ 
[wherein the Akavanlya Fire is clearly spoken of as the most predominant 
factor, to which other factors would be subsidiary.] 

“ But in this sentence the Ahavanlya Fire is spoken of as the substra- 
tum of the sacrifice [that irUo which the Pavafndna offerings are offered], and 
hence subsidiary to it.” 

True, the Ahavanlya Fire is the substratum (of the offerings) ; and yet 
the sacrifice in question (i.e., the Pavamdna- Isti) is one that is performed 
for the sake of the Ahavanlya Fire ; as it is this Fire which serves a useful 
purpose, while the Pavamdna offerings serve no useful purpose. 

“ In what way are these svich as serve no useful purpose ? ” 

They are so regarded because no result is spoken of (as following from 
them). 

“ Hut the result may be assumed.” 

True, the result might be assumed : but this result can only be the 
sanctification of the Fire, not Heaven i for, if Heaven were assumed to be the 
result, two unseen factors would have to be assumed — viz: (1) the Heaven 
following from the Homa, and (2) the transcendental sanctification of the 
Hotna by the Ahavanlya Fire. 

From all this it follows that the Pava'mdna-offerings are for the purpose 
of the Fire, and hence they can have no connection with the Fire-laying 
Bite ; conseciuently, what is spoken of in connection with the Fire-laying 
Hite cannot belong to the Pavamdna-offerings, — it belongs to all the sacri- 
fices, Uarslmpurij^amdsa and the rest, which are the * Principal ’ for which the 
Fire-laying Rite is ‘ subsidiarj^' 



Adhikaba^ta (13) ; The ‘ Vartraghnl ’ and the other ‘ Anu- 
vakym ’ are subsidiary to the ‘ Ajyahhdgas ’ : The 
Vs,rtraghnl-Nyaya . 

StJTRA (23). 

Because the connection of the two mantras (with the Primary 
Act) serves no ijsefitl purpose [therefore they cannot 

APPERTAIN TO THE I*RIMARY.] 

Bhdsya. 

[VV^e now proceed to consider those cases in which Mantras are employed in 
accordance with the order in which they happen to be mentioned.] 

In connection with the Daraha-purnatndaa, we read — ‘ Vartraghnl 
j)aurnaind8ydm anuchy^te, vrdhanvati aiYvdvdsydydm * [The two mantraa named 
‘ mrtraghnl ’ as referring to the killing of Vrttra, and the two called ‘ vrdhan^ 
rati as referring to increaae, are given in the chapter on the mantras for the 
Hotr-prieaU^ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 2. 5) — In regard to this there arises the 
cfuestion — are the two Anuvdkyd mantraa (the Vdrtraghnl and the Vrdhan- 
rati) to be used at the Primary Sacrifice ? Or only in connection with the 
two Ajyahhdgas ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa ; — “ They should be 
used at the Primary Sacrifice ; — why ? — because they are found to be spoken 
of along with the * Paurimmdsl ’ and the ‘ Amdvdayd * ; and it is these two, 
the Paurnamdsl and the Amdvdayd, — and not the Ajyahhdgas — that con- 
stitute the Primary Sacrifice. Hence on the basis of direct Syntactical Con- 
nection, the two Mantraa should be used at the Primary Sacrifice (of the 
Daraha -purnamdaa)*'* ’ 

in answer to this Purvapakaa we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

The two Anuvdkyd mantraa together serve no useful purpose at the 
L^rimary Sacrifice. That the Anuvdkyds are to have the character of ‘ Vdrtra- 
ghnl ’ and of ‘ Vrdhanvati ’ is laid down in connection with that act where 
there are two Anuvdkyds to be used ; — at the Primary Sacrifice, however, there 
is only one Anuvdkyd ; — under the circumstances, if the sentence in question 
were taken as laying down ‘duality’ in regard to that Anm Myn, then 
there would be a syntactical split. — On the other hand, two Anuvdkyds — the 
Agrvayl and the Saumi — are already known as belonging to the two Ajya- 
hhdgas ; hence, if the sentence in question were taken as laying down the 
character of ‘ Vdrtraghnl * and of ‘ Vrdhanvati ’ in connection with the 
Ajyahhdgas, — then it would be laying down only this one factor (and not 
the duality also) ; and this it could easily do. 

“ Even if wo take the sentence as laying down a detail pertaining to 
the Primary Sacrifice, — there would be two Anuvdkyds at the two primary 
sacrifices (the Darsha and the Purnamdaa), — one pertaining to the AgnMya 
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and the other to the Agnlatymlya — [so that there need be no difficulty re- 
garding the injunction of the ‘duality’ and the consequent syntactical 
split.]” 

Answer — Of the two Vdrtrdghnt Anuvdkyda, one is Agneyl and the other 
Sauml ; similarly of the two Vrdhanvatl Anuvdkyds also.- -Now it is the 
Agneyl one only — not the Sauml — which, if enjoined, could be connected 
with the Amdvdsyd sacrifice ; as Soma is not a deity at the Amdvdsyd. At 
the Paurmimdsd sacrifice also, the Anuvdkyd (connected with Soma, i.e., the 
Sauml) could be used only in connection with the offering to A(fni-So7na ; 
but the Anuvdkyd which is connected with only one deity (Soyna) could not 
serve any useful purpose at an act which concerns two deities {Agyii and 
Soma), 

Question — ** ^\xt hoth. Amivdkyds (Agneyi Q,nd. Samnl) would be con- 

nected with the offering to Agni-Soma." 

Answer — As a matter of fact, a single sacrifice can have no use for two 
Anuvdkyds % the .4niAvdA;t/d has been enjoined as ^ upddeya* (something to 
be secured or used) ; and hence the singular number (in the word ‘ puronu- 
vdkydm * in the in junction ‘ Puronuvdkydmanvdha * occurring in Cf)nnection 
with Paurnamdsl sacrifice) must be regarded as significant; so that at the 
Paurrbayndsi sacrifice also there could not be two Anuvdkyds. 

From all this it follows that the two Anuvdkyds shoultl be used in 
connection with the two Ajyabhdgas, 



Adh t k AR A NA ( 14) : Acts like ‘ Musllkamna ’ appertain 
to the entire Context; [Exception to the preceding 
AdhikdraTml. 

SUTRA (24). 

The immediate sequence is not authoritatively expressive. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J yotiatomn we read — (^I) * Mnstlkarott, vdchain 
yachhhati, dlkaitaynavedayati * [‘Closes the fist, keeps silence, has himself 
referred to as the initiated person — and elsewhere (in connection with the 
Darsha-Purnatndsa) (B) * Haatau avanennkfu nUipdrCtjiw atrndti' [‘Washes 
the hands, spreads the grass-bundle*]. 

In connection with this, there arises the (Tjuestion— (.1 ) Do fiat -cloainq 
and silence-keeping appertain only to the act of Addressing the sacrificer ? - - 
or to tht* entire Context ?- Similarly, {B) Is the hand-washing for the 
purpose of spreading the grass ? Or for doing all the acts spoken of in the 
Context ? 

On this (juestion we have the following Purvapaksa 

“ The washing of the Hands is for th<* purpose of purifying the hands ; - and 
the keeping of silence is for the purpose' of sanctifying or preparing the per- 
son engaged in the performance who (being prepared, by silence) becomes 
attentive when getting himself referred to as the ‘initiated’, and is also 
enabled to carry on tht' man\' details — When tht' question arises as to 
the acts that art' aided by such purification anti preparation, — on seeking 
for information on this point, we are supplied with it by ‘ immediate 
sequence ’ ; and this ‘ immediate sequence ’ [i.e. the fact, of tht'ir being 
spoken of in immediate sequence to t»ach other] makes it clear that the 
keeping of silence and tht' closing of the fist ht?lp, and appertain tt), tln'. 
Reference to the Initiated, — and the Washing of the Hand htdps and appertains 
to the spreading of the grass.^’ 

In answer to this Pilnapaksa, wc? have the following Siddhdnta : — The 
acts in question are related to all the acts spoken of in the Context. — 
“Why?” — Because the sentences are distinct. — “How are the sentences 
distinct ? ” — The two .sentences are distinct because they convey t wo 
distinct ideas. As it is, the verb ‘ dvedayatl * (‘ addresses ’) does not express 
the idea of ‘for referring to the initiated ’ [and it will have to be taken in this 
sense, if the Purvapaksa view is accepted] nor does the verb *strndti^ 
(‘spreads’) express the idea of *for spreading^ [and this is what it is made 
to, do in the Purvapaksa'] as a matter of fact, the spreading is enjoined, as 
also the washing of hands’, — similarly fiat-closing and silence are enjoined, 
as also is Referring. So that (acc. to Su. 22 above) there can be no 
mutual connection among these [i.e. between spreading and hand-washing, 
or between Addressing and Fist-closing or ^S’ifencc].— Further, whenev^t'r a 
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sentence is incomplete (wanting in certain factors), mere * immediate 
sequence* cannot be the ground for syntactically connecting it with any. 
thing. — From all this it follows that the details of the kind of those under 
consideration must appertain to the entire Context. 

SUTRA (25). 

Also because the sbntbhoes abb complete in themselves. 

Bhd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, every one of the sentences is complete with its own 
words; all the sentences quoted are equally complete. — So that each pair 
of sentences convey two distinct ideas, — and when they are separated, each 
is complete in itself; and thus (both the conditions of ‘ different sentence* 
being fulfilled, acc. to Su. 2. 1. 46-47), the sentences must be regarded as 
distinct. 

Thus then, being equally connected with the entire context, and there 
being no difference of Context, the details in question should find place in 
the entire Context. 



Adhikaraija (16) : The ‘ Ghaturdhakarana ’ {Quartering) 
appertains to the ^ Agneya" Cake only. 

SUTRA (26). 

[PftRVAPAKSA] “The Subsidiary, connected with the Auxiliary 
Detail, should be understood to be common to all; 
specially as there is no mutual relationship 
among them.’* 


Bhdsya. 

Tn connection with the Daraha-purmmdaa, we read — ‘ Aqmynm chatur- 
dhd karotL (“ Quarters the Agneya — ^In regard to this, there arises the ques- 
tion^ — ^Is this Quartering to be done to all the cakes — Agneya^ Agnlsomlya, 
Aindrdgrui ? Or to the Agmya only ? 

On this i^uestion, wo have the following Purvapaksa—** The avbsidiary 
-in t he shape of the Quartering — connected with the auxiliary detail — in the 
shape of the Deity, Agni, in the word * dgneya * — should be understood to 
be comniony — i.e. to be done also to tht‘ Agnlsonilya and the Alndrdgna 
(not to the Agneya only).— Why so?- -Because those two (Agnlsomlya and 
Aindrdgna) also are * dgneya in the sense that Agni is their deity ; because 
that whicli has for its deity Agni, as well as another {Sonm or Indra) is also 
‘ Agneya ’ ; for instance, ‘ the mother of Dittha and Davittha ’ is ‘ the 
mother of Davittha ’ also ; similarly in the case in question also (‘ that which 
lias Agni and Irvdra, or Agni and Sormy for its deify’ is also ' that which has 
Agni for its deity’). 

If there were no relationship between the Agneya Cake and the Agni 
aomlya Cake, then the Quartering might have been restricted to the Agniya 
only ; — as a matter of fact, there is mutual relationship between them 
hence there should be no restriction. Just as, — though the text states that 

‘ th(^ Prdshitra is sliced out after severing the head of the Agneya Cake’, yet 
the Prdshitra is actually sliced off from all the cakes, — similarly the Quarter- 
ing also [though spoken of as to be done to tlu^ Agneya only, should be done 
to all the cakes'].” 

SUTRA (27). 

IvSiDDHANTAj In REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE RESTRICTION : BECAUSE 

THERE IS CONNECTION WITH THE OBJECT ; ALSO BECAUSE THE 
INDICATIVE POWER IS CONNECTED ONLY WITH WHAT IS 
‘ CAPABLE ' ; AS FOR THE MENTION OF THE ACCESSORY, 

IT COULD SERVE THE PURPOSE OF INDICATING 
[BOTH, ONLY IF THERE WERE NO (^AKE 
DEDICATED TO ONE ONLY.] 

Bhdsya. 

The particle *vd \ (‘in reality’) sets aside the Purvapaksa. — The Quar- 
tering should be restricted to the Agneya only ; it cannot be common to all. 
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— Why ? — ‘ because there is connection with the object ’ ; i.e. it is only what is 
dedicated to one deity (i.e. the Agneya only) which is really related to the 
^object*, i.e. to the deity ^ AgnV ; what is dedicated to two deities — the 
Aindrdgrui or the Agnisomlya — is not so related to Agni, — Why so ? — In the 
case of the cake related to two deities (Soma and Agniy for instance), its 
dedication is done in terms containing the names of both the deities ; and 
of this cake Agni is the deity only as accompanied by Soma, — not indepen- 
dently by itself ; — that of which the deity is Agni along with Soma, cannot 
have the nominal affix (expressing the deific character) added (to the term 
*agni')\ because only ‘capable’ terms take that affix, and what needs 
the help of another cannot be* ‘ capable ’ ; — hence that word with the 
nominal affix which indicates the cake of which the deity is Agni by itself 
can never signify that which is dedicated to two deities. From all this it 
follows that the Quartering should be done to that alone which has been 
dedicated to Agni alone by itself ; — because the nominal affix which signifies 
the deific character can be connected only through ‘ capabilit\ and not 
where the terms concerned have no such ‘ capability ’ . 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that “ the Quartering should be 
done to all the cakes, just as the slicing of the Prdshitra is done out of all ” 
— But in the case of the Prdshitra it is only right that it should be so ; as 
there is nothing (in the sentence quoted) to show that the slicing of the 
Prdshitra is to be done out of the Agneya. — “ How then do you construe the 
sentence * Agneyasm mastakam vibhajya prdshitramavadyati ^ [which clearly 
speaks of the slicing being done out of the Agneya] ? ” —The text quoted 
contains two sentences : ( 1) ‘ Prdshitramavadyati ' (slices out the ‘ Pr(l8hitra^)9 
and (2) * dgneyasya mastakam vibhajya* (‘after breaking the lioad of the 
Agneya * ) ; so that what is understood to be expressed by this is that the 
Prdshitra is sliced out of the head of the Agneya, -that much is certain ; but 
a> regards the other cakes, it is uncertain (and indefinite) as to whether the 
slicing is to be done out of the head or from some other part of it. [Hence 
there is no similarity between this case and the case dealt with in the Adhi^ 
karana — says the Tantravnrtika — Trans., p. 1051]. 

If there had been no cake dedicated to only one deity (Agni), then 
even that dedicated to two did ties could have been admitted to be intended, 
with a view to save the sentence from becoming useless. 

[This passage explains the last clause of the siitra ‘ Laksandrthd gurva- 
shrutih* ; the sense of this is that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni 
alone, then the word * agni* could be taken as indicating both Agyii and 
Soma ; and the mention of the accessory ‘ Agni * would, in that case, serve the 
purpose of indicating both. As a matter of fact, however, there is a cake 
dedicated to Agni alone ; hence the term ‘ agni * cannot be taken as standing 
for Agni and Soma ; — hence the quartering should be done to the Agneya 
only. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1062.] 

As regards the expression * Dittha’s mother*, what has been urged is 
only right ; because the motherhood is not such as extends over both ; the lady 
is called ‘ Dittha’s mother* simply because Dittha has been born of her, and 
no other condition is needed (fOr applying the name to her); the relation- 
ship of ‘ mother * therefore resting in the lady entirely, it is only right that 
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she should be spoken of as * Dittha’s mother’. [In the case of the Agnu 
somlya cake, on the other hand, the deific character does not rest in Agni 
alone by itself, it rests in Agni along with Soma ; hence thi^ cake cannot be 
called * agneya'. ] 


Etui of Pdda (i) of Discourse III. 



DISCOURSE III, 

PADA II. 


ADHiKARAijrA (1): The Mantras speaking of ‘Lopping^ are 
to be employed in what is directly expressed by them, 

StJTRA (1). 

The subsidiary charaoteb of Mantras is based upon their 

CAPACITY TO EXPRESS A CERTAIN MEANING; THEREFORE 
THEY SHOULD BE EMPLOYED IN CONNECTION WITH 
THEIR ORIGINAL (PRIMARY) MEANING; SPECIAL- 
LY AS IT IS WITH THAT MEANING THAT 
THEIR CONNECTION IS ETERNAL 

(and inseparable). 

Bhd§ya, 

[Other kin<ls of Accessories having been dealt with, we now proceed to deal with 
Mantras, which are employed in accordance with the indicative potency (linga) of 
the component words This ‘ potency ' of the mantras points soinetimoa to what is 
directly expressed by the words, and sometimes to what is only indirectly implied 
by them ; the foraier being regarded as the ‘ primary meaning ’ and the latter the 
‘secondary meaning’. Hence in regard to tiie actual use of a mantra, there arises a 
doubt as to whether it should be used in accordance with its primary or its secondary 
meaning. The actual discussion of this topic is prefaced in the Bhasya by a 
discussion regarding the possibility of the two kinds of meaning.] 

The texts to be dealt with under this Adhikarana are all the Mantras ; - - 
the one taken as typical is the mantra ‘ Varhirdet'>asftdanam dfnnt' (‘I am 
lopping the grass which is the seat of the gods * ). 

The question in regard to Mantras is — are they to be employed in 
connection with what is expressed by them primarily ? or also in connection 
with what is indicated by them only secondarily ? 

Question — “What is the primary and what the secondary meaning ? ” 

Answer — What is understood directly from the words (of the Mantra) is 
its prior or primary meaning; it is called * mukhya' (primary) because it is 
like mukha (face, the most important part of the body). On the other hand, 
that which is deduced from the primary meaning, through some sort of rela- 
tionship, is the posterior or secondary meaning, called *jaghanya ’ (posterior) 
because it comes later (second), and hence is like the thigh {jaghana, which 
lies very much lower down ); it is also called * gau7),a" (secondary) because 
it is connected with a ‘ gunyi *, property (of the primary meaning). 

Objection — “If such be the explanation of the primary meaning, — then 
all meanings are primary ; as every meaning is understood from the words ; 
for example, the meaning of the word * agni\ as applied to the Fire in the 
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sentence * agnlh jvalati^ (‘Fire burns’), is * understood from the word’ 
exactly in the same manner as the meaning of the same word *agni" as 
applied to the Boy, in the sentence ‘ Agnirmdr^avakah' (‘The Boy is Agni'). 
[So that there is no difference in the character of these two meanings, which 
are the stock-examples of the Primary and the Secondary meanings,] — It 
might added that — ‘ That meaning which is understood from the word 
itself independently of qualifying adjuncts is the Frimnry meaning; while 
that which is derived from the word as accompanied by qualifying adjuncts 
is the Secondary meaning’. — This also will not be right; when the verbal 
form of a word is expressive of a meaning, that form of the word remains 
the same, whether it is accompanied or not accompanied by qualifying ad- 
juncts ; and so long as the cause (the expressive verbal form) is there, it is not 
possible for the effect (the expression of the meaning) not to be there. 

‘ What if it is so ? ’ -If it is so, then, it cannot he asserted that ‘ the second- 
ary meaning is not expressed when the tiualifying adjuncts are not there', 
and it is expressed when the adjuncts are there’. Nor can it bo said that 
in the latter cas(^ what is oxpress(3d and understood is the meaning of the 
group (consisting of the main word and its adjuncts). Because the distinc- 
tion among the meanings of words always depends upon aflirmation and nega- 
tion [i.e. if a meaning is expressed when a word h there, and is not expressed 
when it is not there, then that moaning is attributed to that word). — ‘ But in 
the case in question (of the word and its adjuncts), what is understood is th<' 
meaning of a sentence (not of a word.)'- -Tliis also is not possible ; because there 
is no * meaning of the sentence ’ apart from the meanings of the words as corre- 
lated together. — I’hus then, you must accept the following conclusion — The 
term* agtii' is expressive of the Fire, and the same term * agnF is expressive 
of the Boy; and hence there is no difference between the ‘ primary ’ and tlie 
‘ secondary ’ meanings of a word. — It might be explained that — ‘ that mean- 
ing which is well known is priurmry, while that which is only a little known 
is the secondary meaning — This also will not be acceptable ; ‘ being well 
known ’ is nothing more than heirnf cognised, and as regards cognition, ther(» 
is no difference between the two meanings. — It might be added that — ‘ that 
is the Primary meaning in which sense the word is used in most cases, while 
that is the secondary meaning in which it is used in only a few cases ’. —This 
also is not right ; even when used in a few cases, the word could not express 
that meaning unless it had the capacity to do so; so that that meaning 
also is understood ‘ from the words ’, and as such must be regarded as the 
•primary meaning.” 

Answer — ^There is a difference: as a matter of fact, the Boy is not 
understood from the word * Agni'. — “How do you know that?” — It has 
been explained above that it is not right to attribute several meanings to 
one word. 

Question — “Why then can it not be the other way (the Fire being the 
secondary and the Boy the primary meaning) ? ” 

Answer — ^We find people comprehending Fire from the word * Agni', 
without paying any heed to, or having any idea of, the Boy ; but no one 
even comprehends the Boy from the word *agni\ except through the 
notion of Fire. — “Why is it so?” — As a matter of feict, the word ‘fire’ 
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is always applied to things that resemble Fire; that is why we find the 
word ceasing to apply to a thing that has ceased to resemble Fire ; — 
what therefore makes the word *agnV applicable to other things is the 
similarity to Fire ; — and until we have the notion of Fire itself, there cannot be 
any notion of similarity to it ; — from this it follows that what the word 
^ agnV is expressive of is the Fire, not the Boy; that is why its primary 
connotation consists of the Fire, not the Boy, 

Similarly the word ‘ varhih * has its primary connotation in grass, not in 
what resembles grass. 

Thus then, there being two kinds of meanings of words, it is only right 
that there should be a consideration of the question as to whether a 
certain word is to be taken in its primary or secondary signification. 


On this question as relating to Mantras, we have the following Purva- 
palcm : — The Mantra may be used in its primary as well as in its secondary 
sense -Why ? — Because both the meanings are equally capable of being 
expressed; for instance, both — grass and the thing resembling grass — are 
capable of being signified by the term ‘ Varhih^ (‘grass’), — the only differ- 
ence being that the grass is signified directly, while the thing resembling grass 
is signified indirectly, through the grass. So that where the term ‘ varhih * is 
used as expressing something that helps in the Darshapurnamdsa sacrifices, 
every one of those things should be understood by it that are capable of 
being signified by that term ; as there is no ground for picking and choosing 
among them.— Further, if this view is accepted, then it is no longer necessary 
to transfer, from the Darshapurnamdsa sacrifice, all those ynantras that are 
addressed to Pusan [the transfer which has been considered necessary on 
the ground of there being no such deity as Busan at the Darshapurnamdsa^ ; 
—this transference becomes unnecessary as the term ‘ pusan ’ by indirect 
itidicaiion, stands for Agni, which is a deity at the Darshapurnamdsa [and 
ex^hypothesis, what is indirectly indicated by the Mantras is as acceptable as 
what is directly expressedl.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The 
Mantra is to be used in its primary, not in its secondary, sense. — Why ? — 
Because both are not equally capable of being expressed. When a mantra is 
mentioned in a certain context, it is in its primary (direct) sense that it 
comes to be connected with the rest of the context ; so that the idea comes 
to be that ‘ one should accomplish by this Mantra whatever one is capable 
of accomplishing by it ’ ; it is found that the ynantra is capable of helping 
the act by expressing its meaning (and thereby indicating certain accessory 
details in connection with that act) ; — it is however not capable of expressing 
what is only its indirect or secondary meaning; — hence it follows that it 
cannot be used in this secondary sense. 

Objection — “ The secondary meaning can be comprehended through the 
primary meaning”. 
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True; but its purpose having been fulfilled by the expressing of the 
Primary moaning, there is no justification for its being used in its secondary 
sense. When it is used in its primary sense, its uselessness or meaningless- 
ness becomes set aside ; — and when the uselessness has been set aside, there 
is no more reason for admitting the secondary meaning; specially because 
the word cannot indicate its secondary meaning without having previously 
expressed its primary meaning. Thus, there being no justification for it, the 
mantra cannot be used in its secondary sense. 

Further, for the signification of the secondary meaning, — which is based 
upon the capacity of the word, — there are various means (or methods) : and 
‘capacity* is only a part of the word, as has been declared under Sutra 
1. 4. 30, where it is said that ‘ the deducing of the conclusion may be based 
upon the capacity of things, because the capacity of things forms an 
integral part of things’. Under the circumstances, if the mantra were always 
used in accordance with its secondary meaning, then every other means 
would have to be rejected and there would be no authority for this. 

“The fact of the mantra occurring in the Veda would be the reipiisite 
authority.” 

This fact has no power to set aside the other means. 

“ This same objection would apply to the case of the ynantra being used 
according to its primary meaning.” 

Not so, we reply. If the mantra were not used even according to its 
primary meaning, then it would not help the Principal (Sacrifice) at all; and 
in that case, the very presence of the mantra in the Vedic text would 
be meaningless. — Thus there is a difference between the Primary and 
Secondary meanings. 

Further, the man who employs the mantra in its secondary sense, 
should be asked. — For what purpose do you admit the signification of tlio 
Primary meaning at all ? — If he says that — “ I do so, as otherwise, there could 
be no cognition of the secondary meaning,” — then the answer to him should 
be that there are other means also of getting at the secondary meaning. — 
Being thus pressed, he might say — “ The cognition of the J^rimary meaning 
also is one of those means.” — The Siddhantin should say in reply — In that 
case, the mantra cannot be always used in its secondary sense ; because in a 
case where the Primary meaning is admitted for the purpose of getting 
at the secondary meaning, — it would come to this that the mantra 
would be used according to its primary meaning (which would have come in 
first). — What is wanted to be known for practical purposes is, not the 
expressive mantra, but the expressed meaning-, so that if (in any case) there 
were need for what is sought to be got at indirectly from the words of the 
mantra (as its secondary meaning), — that could be got at through some 
other means (some other sentence), — and recourse need not be had to the 
fnantra in question itself. If, on the other hand, there were need to get at 
some meaning from the mantra, then, that need would be fulfilled by the 
signification of the primary meaning itself, and in that case there would 
be all the less reason for using the Mantra in its secondary sense. — ^Thus it is 
established that, as between the Primary and the Secondary meaning, 
it is through the Primary meaning only that the Mantra should be used. 

25 
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SOTRA (2). 

Being sanotificatory in character, it should not be 

USED IN CONNECTION WITH WHAT IS NOT ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapakain that — “[if we accept the 
secondary meaning of rnantraa] there would be no need for transferring 
the mantras addressed to Pusan (from the Darshapurnamdaa, on the ground 
that Pusan is not a deity at this sacrifice) * ; — our answer to this is that, it 
is only right that there should be this transference of the Mantra in question ; 
— the mantra is sanotificatory in character ; and as such would be absolutely 
useless if the object to he sanctified were not there ; consequently it is only 
right that it should be transferred to a place where it may serve a useful 
purpose ; and there could be nothing objectionable in this. 



ADHiKABAijrA (2) : Mautros indicative of Indra are to he 
used in approaching the ‘ Gdrhapatya ’ Fire — {Exception 
to the foregoing Adhikararm]. 

SOTRA (3). 

The ‘AindrI’ Mantra should not be used accordinq to its 

PRIMARY SIGNIFICATION, — BECAUSE THERE IS THE DISTINCT 
DECLARATION. 

Bhasya. 

[This is an exception of the general law propounded in the preceding 
Adhtkarana, that * Mantras should be used according to their primary meaning.*] 

In connection with the *Agni*, we read — * Niveshanah sangamano 
vasundm — ityaindryd gdrhapatyamupati^thate ’ [‘With the Aindri rnantra — 
Niveshanah sangamano vaaundm — one worships the Qdrhapatya Fire’]. 
(Maitra. Sam. 3. 2. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the worshipping to be 
done of Indra or of the Gdrhapatya Fire ? 

Objection — “ Why should there be any such doubt, when there is the 
clear declaration to the effect that * one should worship the Qdrhapatya, ’ 

Answer — When the worshipping is done with a certain mantra text^ it is 
not mere worshipping that is meant to be done, but a ‘ sanctification * 
by means of words expressive of glorification ; — now as a matter of fact, 
the Aindrl^Mantra (i.e. a mantra descriptive of Indra) could not, in any 
way, be expressive (and eulogistic) of Fire (Gdrhapatya) j — so that there 
might be a suspicion that the sentence ‘ Gdrhapatyamupatisthate * does not 
lay down the approaching (or worshipping) of the Gdrhapatya Fire, but 
the worshipping (of some other deity) in the Qdrhapatya Fire ; — and yet 
there is no word in the sentence — either with the Instrumental or the 
Locative ending — which could express this latter idea. Hence a discussion 
becomes necessary for the purpose of getting at the right solution of the 
difficulty. 

On the said question then, we have the following Purvapakpa — 
“Through the force (of the words), it is the worshipping of Indra that is to 
be done with the Mantrap specially as the worshipping of the Qdrhapatya 
Fire is something that cannot be done with it. — ‘ How then is the Accusa- 
tive ending (in * gdrhapatyam') to be explained?* — ^The Accusative ending 
is not meant to signify what is the most desired ; it is meant to signify mere 
connection ; or through the connection, the term * gdrhapatya ’ would qualify 
the act of worshipping ; the sense of the injunction being that ‘ the 
worshipping qualified by the Garhapatya Fire should be done to Indra * ; 
and the Qdrhapatya Fire would thus serve the purpose of specifying the 
place for that act (of worshipping Indra) which forms the primary significa- 
tion of the Mantras, *’ 
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In answer to the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
The * Aindrl mantra * should not be used according to this primary significa- 
tion^ because there is the distinct declaration. {Su.), — It is not right that 
the approaching should be done to Indra ; in fact the Aindrl mantra should 
not be used according to its primary signification. — Why so ? — Because 
of the force of the ‘ distinct declaration — i.e. the declaration in the shape 
of the words ‘ Aindryd gdrhapatyamupatisthate ’ [‘ with the Aindrl mantra 
one approaches the Gdrhapatya Fire']\ where the Accusative ending points 
to the Gdrhapatya Fire as the predominant factor. — [As regards tho 
objections urged against this interpretation] what is there that a direct 
Vedic declaration cannot do ? In fact there is no burden too heavy for a 
direct Vedic declaration. — Hence it follows that the worshipping to be done 
is of the Gdrhapatya Fire. 


SUTRA (4). 

Even THOUctH the connection (between words and 
THEIR meanings) IS NOT CREATED BY VERBAL 
DECLARATIONS, YET THERE WOULD BE INDICATION 

OF Fire by reason of common 

PROPERTIES. 

Bhdsya. 

Objection — “It has been pointed out above that it is not possible for 
the worshipping of the Gdrhapatya Fire to be done with the Aindrl mantra, “ 

It could be done on the strength of the direct declaration 0 gdrhapatyam 
upatisihate ’ ). 

“ Even a hundred direct declarations could not make this possible ; in 
fact, by making the declaration that ‘ Fire is denoted by the term indra * 
one would be stultifying himself ; as such a declaration would be like such 
absurd declarations as ‘ one should sprinkle with Fire, ’ ‘ one should light 
with water’. — ^Then again, the connection between the word and its mean- 
ing is not created by scriptural texts ; in fact that connection is something 
eternal and is only learnt from ordinary usage ; —as has been explained under 
Sutra 1. 1. 5. — * The relationship of the word with its meaning is eternal ’. — 
It might be argued that * sometimes the connection between a word is 
actually created by verbal declarations, as is found in the case of such 
artificial names as Devadatta, Yajhadatta and the like*. — ^There may be some 
case where a verbal declaration lays down the connection (between a word 
and its meaning) ; but the sentence under consideration is not one laying 
down any such connection as that ‘ the term Indra is the name of the 
Gdrhapatya Fire.* Under the circumstances, how could the word * indra \ 
whose meaning is well known, be taken to signify that the Gdrhapatya Fire 
should be worshipped • — it is not possible for a word expressive of one thing 
to signify another. What can any direct declaration do in this matter ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — Even though the connection is not 
created by verbal declarations, yet there would be indication of Fire by reason of 
common properties — (Su.) — ^That is to say, even though the sentence under 
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consideration has not the efficiency to lay down the connection between 
a word and its meaning, yet it is possible to have the Odrhapatya Fire 
spoken of by means of the term ‘ indra ’ ; — how ? — hy reason of common 
properties ; that is, the said indication (of Fire by the word * *) would be 

indirect', there are such indirect indications based upon the presence of 
common properties; for instance, in such expressions as ‘The Boy is Fire *, 
‘ Devadatta is a lion ’ ; — similarly, the term * indra ’ could be applied to the 
Gdrhapatya Fire, which is not the God Indra (which is what is directly 
signified by the term ‘ indra ’ ) ; but there is a point of resemblance between the 
Fire and the god Indra, — in the fact that the Gdrhapatya Fire helps in the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice, just as the god Indra does ; or the point of 
resemblance may be that the term ‘ indra ’ is derived from the root ‘ indi ’ 
(to he supreme), — and the Gdrhapatya Fire also is supreme in regard to its 
own functions. Thus then, that (god) which is directly denoted by the term 
‘ indra ’ would indicate the Gdrhapatya Fire through similarity, or though the 
common property of being supreme ; — so that there would be no incongruity 
at all. 



Adhikabai^a (3); Mantras expressive of * calling’ 
should he used in Calling. 

StJTRA (5). 

[PtTBVAPAKSA] “ So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ CALLING 

IF THIS BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE 
NEXT StlTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

[We have dealt with the general mle that Mantraa are to be used in accordance 
with their primary meaning, — and also with an exception to this rule. Wo now 
proceed to consider which special cases come under the general rule and which 
under the exception.] 

There are the Daraha-purnamdaa sacrifices, in connection with which we 
read — * Hai^iakrt ^hi iti triravaghnan dhvayati ’ — In regard to this there 
arises the question — ^Is the mantra (* Haviakrt thi*) enjoined in connection 
with the atr iking ? or does the atriking indicate the time (for the Calling) ? 

Question — ** In what way can the mantra be taken as enjoined in 
connection with the atriking ? And in what way can the striking indicate the 
time ?” 

Answer — the sentence is construed as * Haviskrt ehi-iti trih a^xighnan 
ahvayatV , then the mantra should be taken as enjoined in connection with 
the striking [the meaning of the sentence being ‘ while striking with the 
mantra — O Preparer of qffering^materiala, cornel — ^he calls*]; — ^while if the 
construction is * Trih avaghnan dhvayatl — haviskrt ehlti’*, then the time (of 
calling) would be indicated (by the striking) [the meaning of the sentence 
being — ‘while striking, he calls — O Preparer of offering^materiala, come ! ’.] 

On the question here propounded, we have the following Pdrvapaksa — 
“ So also in the case of Calling (Su.) ; — i.e. just as the Aindri mantra is enjoin- 
ed in regard to the Qdrhapatya (as decided in the foregoing Adhikaraum), so 
here also, the mantra is enjoined in regard to the striking^ If this is done, 
then the Direct Assertion of the Veda becomes followed ; while if the other 
construction were adopted, then it would be necessary to have recourse to 
Indirect indicatitm^ and in that case the connection would be between the 
mantra and the time of atriking, not between the mantra and the striking ; so 
that the mention of ‘calling’ {* dhvayatV) would become a mere reference*, 
that the man should do the * calling ’ having been learnt from other sources, 
the present text would mean that ‘ He who repeats the mantra — Haviskrt ehi 
— does the calling ’ ; and under this interpretation, the mantra would have to 
be taken as indicating the striking, through some property [thus involving 
recourse to indirect indication"], — ^From this it follows that the Mantra should 
not be used in calling, ” 
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SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta] — It is not so ; it is the injunction of time, [the 
‘striking’] having been already enjoined (elsewhere). 

Bhasya. 

It is not right to take the sentence as laying down the Mantra in regard to 
the striking, — “ What then is the right view to take — The right view is 
that it should be taken as laying down the time. — “ Why ?” — The sentence 
* trih dhvayatV lays down the threefoldness of the calling i — if this same sen- 
tence were taken as laying down the mantra also, then, by reason of the 
sentence containing the injunction of more than one accessory detail, there 
would be a syntactical split. Hence the construction should not be as 
‘ Haviskrt ehi iti avaghnan^ etc, ’ [* while striking with the mantra Haviskrt, etc, 
— he calls’], — it should be as * amghyian dhvayati* [‘while striking he calls 
with the mantra *]. 

Objection — “In this construction also, the sentence would contain the 
injunction of the Mantra, and also of the Time, — so that there would be the 
same incongruity (of syntactical split).’* 

Answer — Not so ; as a matter of fact, the Preparer of the Offering-mate- 
rials has to be called at the time of the striking, — because her presence is 
needed at the time; so that in the sentence in question the connection of 
the calling is only referred to (not enjoined), and all that is enjoined is the 
threefold repetition [so that there is no syntactical split involved]. 

As for the argument that “ the proposed interpretation involves the in- 
congruity, that the word has to be taken as indirectly indicating the Time 
(which recourse to indirect indication cannot be right) ,” — our answer is that 
there is nothing wrong in this; because, in the first place, indirect indication 
is after all only an ordinary (secular) process [so that there is nothing 
inherently wrong in itj ; — and secondly, the Mantra, from its very form, 
is recognised as to be used for the calling (and as such needs no injunction ) ; 
— so that the sentence in question contains only a reference to the Mantra ; 
— as for the striking, that also is known to be already enjoined by another 
sentence [e.g ‘ Vrthln avahanti\ ‘strikes the corn for threshing’]; — so that 
in the sentence in question, the mention of this striking can very well 
be taken as indicating the time. From all this it follows that the Mantra is 
to be used in the calling. 


SUTRA (7). 

Because the property is non-existent. 

Bhd§ya, 

This siXtra has to be explained after supplying a few preliminary 
words (presenting the following argument from the Purvapaksin) — “Why 
cannot the name * haviskrt' be taken as signifying the act of striking itself ? 
As a matter of fact, the striking (of the com, in the process of threshing) 
does tend to the preparing of the offering material, and as such it can be called 
* haviskrt' (Preparer of the offering material). — What would be gained by 
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this ? — The advantage would be that the mantra * Haviskrt, etc,' in that case, 
by its very form, would be recognised as to be used at the striking ; so that 
all that would be left to be enjoined by the sentence in question would be 
the threefold repetition i and thus there would be no syntactical split.” 

The answer to this is given in ihe Sutra — Because the property is non-exis- 
tent ; — the indirect indication of the act of striking (by the term ‘ haviskrt- 
cannot be possible. As a matter of fact, the act of striking cannot understand 
that it is being ‘ called * ; so that any ‘ calling ’ of it would serve only an invi- 
sible (transcendental) purpose ; while in the case of the sacrificer' s wife (who, 
according to the SiddMnta, is the Haviskrt, Preparer of the offering mate- 
rials), the 'calling* serves a visible purpose (the lady coming up actually 
helps in the performance). — For this, reason also, the Mantra i^ not to be 
used in connection with the striking, 

SUTRA (8). 

Also because there is an indicative text. 

Bhdsya, 

There is an indicative text also (pointing to the same conclusion) — 
‘ Vdgvai haviskrt vdchameva etat dhvayati' (Cf. Shatapatha. Bra. 1. 1. 4. 11). 
[Where FdA;, speech, is spoken of as the * Haviskrt']; as a matter of fact, 
there is no similarity between speech and the act of striking (which latter, 
according to the opponent is the Haviskrt) ; while between speech and the 
sacrijicer's wife, there is a distinct similarity, — the wife is a female, and the 
word ‘ Vdk' (speech) also is of the Feminine Gender; the act of striking^ on 
the other hand, is neither Feminine, nor Masculine, nor Neuter. — “For 
st/t-king also there is a word in the Feminine Gender — in the shape of the 
word * Kriyd' (act).” — Our answer to this is that the word expressive of the 
act of striking is not always necessarily of the Feminine Gender; there is the 
word ‘ avaghdta ’ (which means striking), which is in the Masculine Gender ; 
there is also the word ^ Karma' (act), which is in the Neuter Gender. — 
Further, the similarity of the wife to the Vdk is in her own form (the lady 
herself being a female), while that of the act of striking, is though a foreign 
element in the shape of the word expressive of that act. — For all these rea- 
sons, the Gender is more compatible if the wife (and not the striking) is 
regarded as the ‘ Haviskrt ’ . 

SUTRA (9). 

Lastly, if the sentence were taken as layinc down the 
Mantra in connection with the ‘ striking — it would 
BE repugnant (to OTHER INJUNCTIONS). 

' Bhdsya, 

If the Mantra in question were taken to be enjoined as to be used in 
connection with striking, it would be repugnant to other injunctions ; — such 
as (a) * Apahatam raksa ityavahanti \ (b) * Apahatd ydtudhdnd ityavahanti', 
[where other mantras are distinctly enjoined as to be used in connection with 
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striking\ Now these injunctions would be disobeyed in the event of the 
mantra * Haviskrt ehV being used in connection with the striking, — For this 
reason also, the striking should be taken as indicating the time (of the Call- 
ing), and the Mantra also should be taken as to be used in connection 
with the Galling, 



Adhikaraija (4) ; The Mantras speaking of acts like the 
‘ Agniviharana ’ should he used in connection 
unth those same acts. 

SOTRA (10). 

So ALSO WITH * RISING * AND ‘ GIVING VENT 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma, we read — (a) ‘ Uttisthan anvdha-agn\' 
dagnln vihara ’ ; and also * Vratam krnuta—^iti vdcham visrjati* (Taitti. Sarii. 
6. 1. 4. 4). 

In regard to these texts, there arises the question — Are the two mantras 
enjoined here in connection with the two acts of (a) rising and (b) giving vent 
to speech ? Or are these acts mentioned only as indicating the time (for the 
repeating of the Mantras) ? 

The present Sutra applies to the present case the principle arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana% so that the Purvapaksa of the previous Adhi^ 
karawi should be the Purvapaksa here, and the Siddhdnta arrived at there 
should be accepted as the Siddhdnta here also. 

According to the Purvapaksa then, the meaning of the two sentences 
would be — (a) ‘ While rising with the mantra, Agnldagmn vihara he 
says ’, and (6) ‘ He gives vent to speech with the mantra, Vratam krnuta \ 
According to the Siddhdnta on the other hand, — inasmuch as the acts of 
rising and giving vent do not possess the qualifications mentioned in the 
mantras, the meaning of the two sentences should be — (a) ‘ While rising, he 
repeats the mantra Agnldagnln vihara \ and (h) * While repeating the mantra 
Vratam krnuta, he gives vent to speech’. 

The Pu7'vapaksa interpretation is supported by Syntactical Connection, 
while the Siddhdnta view is supported by Indicative Power [and Indicative 
Power is always more authoritative than Syntactical Connection], 

(a) Even if the mantra ‘ Agnldagnln vihara ’ were somehow capable of 
expressing the act of rising, on the basis of the fact that Fire becomes bright- 
ened by the act of rising and it is the Fire that is * carried over’, — [so that 
the term ‘ agnid ’ in the mantra, literally meaning agniridhyate anena, would 
signify the act of rising], — and (b) even if the mantra * Vratam krrjkuta^ were 
somehow capable of expressing the act of giving vent to speech, — the repeat- 
ing of the mantra could serve a transcendental purpose only ; hence the two 
mantras cannot be regarded as meant to be repeated in connection with the 
acts of rising and giving vent respectively. [What is meant is that, inas- 
much as Rising and Giving Vent do not possess the qualifications spoken 
of in the mantras, these latter could not be used in connection with those 
acts. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1069.] 

If the mantras were taken as to be used in connection with the acts of 
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Rising and Giving Vent, — this would set aside another Mantra which has 
been enjoined — ^viz. the mantra * Yah pashun&m raahho vdchah, etc, ’ 

Lastly, it the mantras were enjoined in connection with the acts of Rising 
and Giving Vent, then they could serve a transcendental purpose only ; on the 
other hand, if they were used as directions (addressed to the priests concern- 
ed), they would serve a visible purpose. 

For these reasons, in this case, the right course would be to have 
recourse to indirect indication [and take the mantras as to be addressed 
to the priests at the time of ‘ rising * and * giving vent to speech *]. 



Adhikarai^a (5) : The ^ Suktavaka ' Mantra is to he 
used in the ‘ Prastara-praharana \ ^ Throwing-in 
of the Orass-hundle ' . 

SUTRA (11). 

[PGrvapaksa] — ‘‘In the SCktavIka-mantra there is injunction 
OF time, as it is subservient to the purposes 

OF SOMETHIN(i ELSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-purnamdsa we read — * Suktax^dkena praa- 
taram prahamti' [the mantra beginning with ^ Idam dydvdprlthivl hhadra- 
mabhut^ (Tai. Bra. 3. 4. 10. 1) is called * Suktavaka^ ; a handful of kusha- 
grass is called *praatara' ; its ^praharana'' consists in its being thrown into 
the Fire]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Suktavaka enjoined 
in reference to the Throwing -in of the graaa-hundle ? or do we have here 
an indication of the time ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The sentence 
should be taken as indicating the time ; — why ? — because the Suktavaka 
is for the purpose of pointing out the Deity, and as such cannot have any 
connection with the Throwing-in of the Orass-bundle, — and the graaa-hundle 
is for the purpose of being used as a receptacle for the Sruka (ladles) ; [so 
that this also can have no connection with the Suktavaka ; — and thus the 
two being independent of one another, neither of them could be treated as 
an auxiliary to the other.] ” 


SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the sentence should be taken as an 

INJUNCTION (of the MANTRA IN REFERENCE TO THE THROWING - 
in) ; because the name ‘ YAJYA ’ COULD NOT BE APPLIED TO 
THE MANTRA HAPHAZARDLY (WITHOUT REASON). 

Bhdsya, 

The sentence should be taken as an injunction of the mantra {Suktavaka) 
in reference to the Throwing-in of the graaa-hundle ; it is only when this is done 
that the meaning comes to be what is actually declared through Direct 
Aaaertiony by the Instrumental ending in the word * Suktavdkena'; — if the 
sentence were taken in any other sense, it would involve indirect indication, 
— the meaning being that ‘ one should throw-in the grass-bundle at the 
time indicated by the Suktavaka \ — ^Further, it is only when the sentence is 
taken as enjoining the mantra in reference to the Throwing-in of the graaa- 
hundle that the name * Ydjyd ’ becomes applicable to the Suktavaka ; 
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for the Suktavdka can be ' Ydjyd ’ (a sacrificial auxiliary) only if it is to be 
used in connection with an offering, and in the case in question the grass- 
bundle is an offering (that is thrown into the fire with the Suktavdka- 
ynantra), 

StJTRA (13). 

As FOB THE POINTING OUT OF THE DeITIES, TH*i MANTBA SERVES 
THAT PURPOSE ALSO, BY REASON OF THE CONNECTION OF THOSE 
DEITIES (with the ACT OF ‘ OFFERINO ’). 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that the Suktavdka is capable 
of pointing to the deity, not of being used in connection with the “ Throwing - 
in of the grass-bundle — Our answer to this is as follows : — It is not impossible 
for the mantra pointing to a dcnty to be used in connection with the 
Throwing-in \ the Throwing-in is a form of sacrifice, and the Deity of that 
sacrifice is pointed out by the mantra] — so that the connection between 
the two is clear. — As a matter of fact, we find that the actual words of 
the mantra — * Agniridam havirajmatdulvrdhata' , (Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 2; 
Shata. Bra. 1. 9. 1. 9) mention the deity Agni; — then come the words ‘ dshd- 
ste'yam yajarndnah * (Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 4 ; Shata. Bra. 1. 3. 1. 12), which go on 
to mention the several things that the sacrificer hopes for, and then concludes — 
* yadanena havisd dshdste tadasya sydP (Shata. Bra. 1. 9. 1. 16); — these words 
point to the grass-bundle as the offering-material and Agni and the rest as the 
particular deities of the offering; thus (by virtue of this connection between 
the deities and the grass-bundle) the throwing -in (of the Bundle) becomc\s 
an act of sacrifice; and hence it is quite possible for the grass-bundle 
to be ‘thrown-in’ (i.e. offered in sacrifice) with the Sukta-vdka-mantra, — if 
the act of ‘throwing-in’ is a sacrifice and of this sacrifice Agni and the 
rest are the deities. — ^Thus even when the Suktavdka is connected with 
the act of Throwing -in, it is quite possible for it to serve the purposes of the 
Oeity. — If there were only the words * agniridam haviraju8atdv%vrdh<ita \ — 
and the other words * dshdste 'yam yajarndnah', etc. were not there, — then 
the sentence would have ended with the declaration that * Agni and the 
other deities are to be sacrificed to’, without any other desired factor; as, 
however, there are the other words also — ‘ dshdste 'yam yajarndnah ’, etc. — the 
full meaning of the sentence comes to be that ‘ Agni and other deities are 
sacrificed to with Cake and other substances, — and that whatever else the 
sacrificer desires, he would obtain by means of the grass-bundle ( thrown - 
in).* 


♦ The sense of this is that, even before the words * Suktavdkena praaiaram 
praharati', it is found that a portion of the Suktavdka-mantra itself is capable 
of connecting it with the offering in question. Though the indicative power 
of the mantra is equally applicable to all kinds of offering-materials, yet, on 
the strength of the Direct Assertion in question, the words *yadanena haviad, etc.* 
must be taken as referring to the grass-bundle, — Or it may be that from the 
very beginning, the word 'idem' refers to the grass-bundle; for the simple reason 
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Objection — Even though, all these words are there, the sentence should 
bo taken as ending in the pointing out of the Deities, — the meaning being 
tha t * Agni and the other deities have been sacrificed to with Cake and 
other things, — and from this same act the Sacrificer would obtain whatever 
else he may desire, in the shape of longevity and the like’.” 

Answer. — ^If the mantra is connected both ways (with the act of Throw- 
ing-in and with the pointing out of the deity), it should be used in connec- 
tion with the act of Throwing-in^ and this would not interfere with the indi- 
cative power of the mantra (pointing out the deity), and it would also be 
compatible with the indications of Syntactical Connection. 

Or, we may take the words ‘ Agniridam havirajupata * as referring to the 
grass-bundle itself as the * havih * (offering-material) ; so that the pronoun 
^idam\ which refers to the factor in close proximity to it, becomes quite 
compatible. 

SUTRA (14). . 

“ The action is of the nature of ‘ Disposal ’ [hence the mantra 

COULD NOT BE AN AUXILIARY TO ITJ, ” — IF THIS BE 
URGED, [THEN THE ANSWER IS THATJ LIKE THE 
‘SvI§TAKRT’ OFFERING, IT COULD BE THE 
SANCTIFICATION OF BOTH. 

[This Sutra has been taken as two separate Sutras in the Tantravdrtika where it 
is remarked that this splitting up ot the Sutra into two has been indicated by all 
old teeushers.] 

Bhdsya. 

The following argument might be urged (by the Opponent) — “The 
grass-bundle having been used for the depositing of the Sruks, the act of 
throwing it in would be of the natiu*e of ‘ disposal ’ [and hence neither the 
mantra nor the deities could be auxiliary to it].” 

The answer to this is that it would be like the Svispakrt ; — that is to say, 
in the case of the SvispakrU it is found that out of the Cake that has been 
used at the (Darshapun^mdsa) sacrifice, the Svistakrt-oUering is made, 
on the strength of the injunction to that effect; — and this Svistakrt 
offering is of the nature of a * sacrifice ’, as well as of the nature of the 
* disposal ’ of the Cake-remnant ; — similarly in the case in question, by the 
offering of the ‘ greiss -bundle ’, there would be a * disposal ’ of the bundle that 
has been used, as well as an act of ‘sacrifice’ would be accomplished. So 
that there is nothing incongruous in the Siddhdnta view. In fact, when a 
substance is ‘ disposed of ’, then also there is a ‘ giving away ’ (offering) ; — 
so that it follows that the substance is directly ‘disposed of', and at the 
same time an act of * sacrifice ’ is accomplished, on the strength of the dis- 
tinct injunction (‘ Prastaram praharati^). — Thus then, we conclude that the 


that the other materials — Cake and the rest— are not there at the time. — Thus 
there can be nothing incongruous in the SuktavUka being used in connection with 
the Throwing-in of the grass-bundle. — Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 1075-1076. 
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Suktavdka is the mantra to be used in connection with the act of ‘ Throw - 
ing-in 

[Kumarila suggests two other interpretations of the Sutra- -for which see 
TantravMika — Trans., pp. 1076-1077.] 



Adhikarainta (6) : The Suktavdka- mantras are to 
be used in accordance with their significations. 


SUTRA (15). 

[Pltrvapaksa] — The entire set of SHktavaka-mantras is to 

BE USED AT BOTH THE SACRIFICES ; BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED AS ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darshapurnamdsn, we read — ‘ Suktavdkena 
prastaram praharati'" [‘With the suktavaka, ho throws-in the grass-bundle ’]. 
— In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the entire Suktavdka to be 
used at the Paurnamdsl sacrifice’, and the entire one again at the Ama- 
vdsyd sacrifice ? Or, are parts of it to be extracted and used according 
to the signification of each mantra (composing the Suktavdka) ? 

On this, we have the Purvapaksa stated in the Sutra — “ The entire set is 
to be used at both the sacrifices ; — why so ? — because it is the entire body 
of the particular mantras that is named ‘ suktavdka ’ ; so that if even a 
single word were omitted, it would cease to be ‘ suktavdka', — and the act of 
Throwing -in done in that case would not have been done ‘ with the suktavdka \ 
— Hence the entire Suktavdka should be taken as to be used at both the 
sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the mantras should be used in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR SIGNIFICATION ; BECAUSE THEY ARE 

sanctificatory of what is an auxiliary. 

Bhdsya, 

Those mantra-texts that indicate the deities of the Paurimmdsi sacrifice 
should be used at the Paurtiamdsi sacrifice, — not at the Amdvdsyd 
sacrifice ; similarly, those that indicate the deities of the Amdvdsyd sacrifice 
should be used at the Amdvdsyd sacrifice, — not at the Paurnamdsx sacrifice ; 
—It has been explained (under 3. 2. 2) that Mantras help in the 
sacrifice only by ‘sanctifying’ something that is auxiliary to that 
sacrifice — not in any other way ; hence mantras should be used only at that 
sacrifice to which they render such a help. Consequently it is not right 
that the entire set of ‘ suktavdka ’ mantras should be used at the 
PaurrjMtndsi sacrifice, or that the entire set should be used at the Amdvdsyd 
sacrifice. 
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StJTRA (17). 

If it be urged that “on the strength of the Injunction 
[the whole should be used at both] ** — [then the 

ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING SCTRA], 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following argument of the PUrvapak^in — “There is the 
injunction in the form that * one throws-in the grass-bundle with the 
Suktavdka ’ ; and even if a single word were omitted in the mantras, the 
Throwing-in would not be done ‘with the Suktavdka*, as what has been 
enjoined is the use of the entire set of the Suktavdka.** — The answer to this 
is given in the following Sutra : — 


8UTRA (18). 

The term ‘entire’ is in reference to both (sacrifices) taken . 
together ; as the context (of both) is the same. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘entire’ (when used in the expression ‘the entire Suktavdka 
should be used ‘ ) must be taken in reference to what is done at the 
Pnurnamisl and the Amdr>dsyd taken together, — because the context 
belongs to both these sacrifices; so that when the Suktavdka is used at 
both together, — in parts (one part at the Faurnamdsl and another at 
the Amdvdsyd) — the entire Suktavdka becomes used. 

Objection (to this presentation of the Siddhdnta) — “This explanation is 
not right; factors dependent upon something else (and hence incomplete in 
themselves) cannot have any connection with the procedure (of a sacrifice) ; 
in fact, it is not the Procedure that is declared (in the Vedic texts) as to be 
cpialified by those factors ; it is those factors themselves that are taken as 
(pialified by the Procedure. — Why so ? — Because Actions are not enjoined in 
referem^e to the Proct^dure ; they are enjoined in reference to the Result ; 
the Procedure itself is enjoined in reference to Actions. Now, as 

the entire Procedure is equally circumstanced (in reference to the Actions 
composing the Darshnpurnamdsa), it cannot be understood which part of 
the Procedure is enjoined in reference to which particular Action, and is not 
enjoined in reference to which other. — Thus then, (a) because all (the 
mantras of the SukUtvdka) have been laid down as helping the action, — 
(6) because the entire Procedure is equally circumstanced in relation to the 
action, — (r) because there is the direct declaration (‘with the Suktavdka, 
he tlirows-in the grass-bundle’), — (d.) because the indication of the Con- 
text is equally applicable to all, — the entire Context belongs to each of 
the actions concerned, as taken independently by itself, not as along 
with the other action. Consequently, it follows that the entire Suktavdka 
has been enjoined in reference to each of the actions (composing the 
2(5 
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Darshapurnamdsa ) ; so that even if the two primary actions (tht* Paurnamiwi 
sacrifice and the 4wdrds^d sacrifice) are separated, it, is the ^uktavii/ca 
in its entirety that has to be used at each of them — Hence even those 
words (of the Suktavaka-mantra texts) that have no bearing upon either 
of tliose sacrifices have got to be used, and (though having no direct visible 
bearing upon the action) they would serve some sort of a transcendental 
purpose ; — all this is on the strength of the injunction that ‘ one should throv - 
in the grass-bundle with the Suktavdka'mantra ' ; certainly no burden 
can be too heavy for a Vedie Injunction. In fact, even those words 
may. through some quality or the other, serve the purpose of indicating 
the deities (pertaining to the sacrifice concerned).” 

In regard to this last assertion, what we have to say is that it is 
not right. It has already been explained (under 3. 2. 1), that Mantras have 
to be used according to their direct meaning, not according to their 
indirect meaning. Being meant, as they are, to be sanctificatory, they 
may have to be moved away from their Context, but they cannot bt‘ 
taken as making any indications indirectly (through the presence of some 
quality). 

** What answer have you got to the arguments that have been set 
forth in support of the view that the entire Suktavaka should be used 
at each of the two sacrifices ? ” 

Our answer is as follows; — The entire iSuktardka is not one sentence; 
it consists, in fact, of many sentences ; of these, those sentences that speak 
of the principal deities appear in the middle, while of those other words 
that are such as are applicable in common to several sentences, some 
appear before and some after the aforesaid sentences (speaking of the 
principal deities). — For instance, sentences speaking of the principal df?ities 
are the following — (a) ‘ Agmridnfn havirajumtninrrdhata tnaho jydyokrtn 
(Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 2), — (6) ' Aijmsoinavidam havirajnsetdtnavlvrdhetam' ; — 
now the common words preceding each of these nmntras are ‘ Idam dydid- 
prithivi, etc.’, and those coming after each are ‘ asydmrdhet, etc.’ — Now every 
one of these sentences is entitled to be called * Suktavaka \ because it con- 
tains a good-declaration {sukta-vachana) [in that it indicates deities]; and 
nothing useful is spoken of by all the sentences taken as one composite whole. 
Hence this composite whole cannot be regarded as ‘ Suktavaka', Nor is any 
such composite whole directly helpful in the sacrifice. As for the singular 
number used, — in such expressions as * Suktavdko variate \ — it is due to 
the fact that all the Suktavdkaa form a single class or group, which is one 
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From all this it follows that the Suktavdka should be split up and then 
us(3(l at the Paurnamdsl sacrifioo and at the Amdvasyd sacrifice. 


[Kumarila is not satisfied with this presentation of the Sld/Uumta ; ho 
has suggested another and a simpler exposition ; for which see Tantravdrtika 
— Prans., pp. 1083-108.5.) 



Adhikaraisja (7): The Kamya ^ yajyd-anuvdkyds ’ are to be 
used only at those sacrifices that are declared to be 
conducive to the fulfilment of definite desirable 
results. 

SUTRA (19). 

On account of ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Order of Sequenck’ and 
‘ Name the injunction in question should be taken 
AS related to the sacrifices declared to be 
conducive to desirable results. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a section of the V’’eda wherein the Kdmya Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds — 
consisting of the verses ‘ Indrdgni rochand divah \ etc. (Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 4) — 
* Pravarmnihhyahy etc.* (Mai. Sana. 4. 10. 4) — ^ Indrdgnlnavatim purah, etc.’ 
(Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 5 ) — * Shlathadvrttmm^ etc.’ (Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 6, also 

Katha. Sam. 4. 16), and so forth — appear in a certain order. — ^Then wo 
have certain Kdmya also (mentioned in a definite order), — such as — 

{a) * Aindrdgnamekddaahakapalam nirvapel yaaya sajdtd viydyuh \ (6) * Ain^ 
dragnarnekddashakapdlam nirvapet bhrdt/ vyavdn\ (c) ‘ Agnaye vaishvdnardya 
di'ddashakapalam nirvapet rukkdmah'. (d) * Agnaye vaishvdnardya drddaska- 
kapdlam nirvapH sapatnaniabhidrosyan', and so forth. 

Now, in connection with the said Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds, there arises the 
question — Is the couplet of Ydjydnuvakyds connected with the name of the 
deity Indra-Agni to be used in connection with all those sacrifices that are 
offered to that deity Indra-Agni ? Or only at the one particular sacrifice to 
Indra-Agni which has been enjoined in the sentence just quoted (a) ?— 
Similarly with the Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds connected with the deity Vaishvdnara. 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa ; — 

“The Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds are to be used at every one of those sacrifices 
that are connected with the deities, Indra-Agni, Vaishvdnara, Agni-Soma or 
Jdtaveddsa. — Why so ? — Because of the indicative potency of the Mantras 
concerned. — * But the Order of Sequence and the Name would restrict the 
Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds to sacrifices to particular deities’. — True; but even so. 
Indicative Power would always reject the indications of Order and NameJ*^ 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Sifhlhdnta : — On account 
of ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Order of Sequence’ and ‘Name’, the Ydjyd- 
Anuvdkyds in question should be used in connection with those same Kdmya 
sacrifices which are mentioned in the texts quoted ; — the ‘ indicative power ‘ 
and the ‘order’ of the, Ydjyd-Anuvdkyds are the same as those of the said 
sacrifices; from which it follows that they are auxiliaries to those same 
sacrifices. 

“ But it has been pointed out that Indicative Power is more authorita- 
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tive (than Order and the rest; and the Indicative Power of the mantras 
connects them with all the sacrifices, not only with the Kdmya ones),’* 

That is true ; but in the case in question what is more authoritative 
is the Name; except through the indication of the ‘Name’, the Man- 
tras cannot be held to apply to the Kdmya sacrifices, and not to the 
sacrifices mentioned elsewhere. — ^Why ? — Except through the names 
(‘ Ydjyd ’ and ‘ A numkyd* ), we cannot recognise even the fact of the mantras 
being Ydjyd- Anuvdkyd; (so that it being still unknown what the verses 
are for), how could the Ydjyd -Anui)dkyd become connected with other 
sacrifices? — The Name (‘ Ydjyd- Anuvdkyd') itself indicates that it is only 
the Kdmya mantras — and not all verses — that can be recognised as 
‘ Y(\iyd-Anuvdkyd\ If no heed is paid to the Name, then the Mantras 
are not Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd x if heed is paid to the Name, then the Mantras 
must be only the Kdmya ones ; inasmuch as the section in which the mantras 
appear is called the ‘ Ydjydmivdkyd-Kdnda\ 

Question — “ VVhy does the Sutra speak of both — (1) Indicative Power 
and Order, and also (2) Name ? ” [“ The fact of the mantras being connected 

with the Kdmya sacrifices is proved by Indicative Power helped by Order ; 
or the very Name only is (mough to prove the same conclusion. Why then 
should both have been put forward ? — Tantravdrlika — Trans., p. J087] ”. 

Answer — There are such sacrifices as the (a) the Pdthlkrteya, and (h) the 
V rdtapatiya ; and at these, there is room for the use of two sets of ynantras 
—(1) the Sdmfdheyn verses and (2) the Ydjydnnvdkyd verses. If the Sutin 
had put forward only ‘Indicative Power and Order’; then it would bo 
possible for the Ydjydnnvdkyd verses to be used in place of the Sdmxdlveni 
verses, as such use would be pointed out by the Indicative Power of the 
}na.ntras. [This anomaly is avoided by mentioning ^ Name* also, which 
rc'stricts tlu^ Ydjydnnvdkyd tnanlras to their own sphere.] 

Question — “Why then should ‘ fndicative Power’ and ‘Order’ bo 
mentioned [when tlu* nec(‘ssary conclu.sion is established by Name onl> | ? ” 
Answer — [If Indicative Power and Order had not been added, and 
reliance were placed upon Name only, then] in that case, all the verses 
would be used for the purposes of the Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd, and none would be 
used for the purposes of the Sdmidhenl. If, however, tho purposes of the 
Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd are accomplished through Name, and also through Indi- 
cative Power and Order, — thtm the use of the mantras with the Sdmidhcyils 
becomes possible. For instance, after the place (in the order of sequence) 
of the Agni-Vdrunl sacrifice has been pa.ssed over,— and that of the Soma- 
rawlri sacrificjes has not yet come up, — there come in certain verses called 
‘ Manoh rch/th ’, which, in connection with the Sdmidheni verses, are called 
‘ Dhdyyd ’ ; — and two sucdi Dhnyyd verses come to be assumed in this 
manner. 

Thus it is necessary that the Sutra should mention both [Indicative 
Power and Order and Name), 

['fhero would have been no need for mentioning all the throe, if tho mantras 
speaking of the deities of the sa^Tifioes were exactly tho same in number UvS the 
sacrifices themselves ; as a matter of fact, however, we find that, in the order of tho 
sacrifice which has a deity other than Agni, -and which has a Ydjyd-Anuvakyctin 
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keeping with itself, — there are certain inanintH actually {HU’tainirig to Agni\ — if 
these were to be used according to the Name only, then they would come to be 
used in connection with the functions of the Yoji/a (in connection with deities other 
th Agni). — Such use of the mantras is not possible ; ( I ) because there is difference 
in the Indicative Power (of the versos indicating deities other than Agni)^ and (2) 
because the application of the mantras pertaining to Agni would be set aside by 
the other mantras which are indicative of those same other deities. Thus then, if 
the use of the mantras rested upon Name only, then the mantras pertaining to 
Agni would not be usftd at all. — If, however, we admit the force of Indicative Power 
and Order also in controlling the use of the mantras^ then, — after the Name 
(* gajgh ') will have ceased functioning, after having pointed out the fact of the 
mantras being connected with a sacrifice, ‘ yoga \ the precise use of the 
mantras will be determined by their Indicative Power and Order \ and in this 
manner, the mantras pertaining to Agni would come to l>e used as ^SdmidhSnl' 
mantras. — The Bh'lsyn shows a case where this actually happens : llelween the 
Yajyanuvdkyas related to the Agni-Vdruni sacrifices end those related to the 
Somaraudrl sacrifices, — we find the Manu-verses % and yet these latter are used as 
* Dhayya * verses of the Samidheiu; [and this is possible only because wo depend 
upon all the three — Indicative Power, Order and Name, and not. upon Name 
only]. — If we did not admit the Order, and had only irulientive Power and Name, 
then there would be the anomaly that the fir.d ynantra pertaining to Indra would 
1)0 used at the second sacrifice, which is to I ndra-Agni ; when however Order steps 
in, the first mantra becomes connected with the First sacrifice, the second with the 
second and so forth; because as the order becomes operative before the Name, 
it controls the Iudicativ''e Power also ; so that there is no r*hance for the connecting 
of the tnantras with any sacrifices not in keeping with the Order of Sequence. — 
Tanfravam'fca —Trans., pp. 1088- 10S9.] 



Adhikaraivta (8): At the ‘Upasthdna^ of the Agnldhra^ 
the mantras to he used must he those appearing in the 
same Context. 

SOTRA (20). 

( POrvapaksa] — “ When mantras are enjoined in a certain connec- 
tion, THAT Injunction should include those that do not 

APPEAR IN THE SAME CONTEXT ; BECAUSE ALL ARE 
ENJOINED (as AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFICE).” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Agneyyd agnldhramu- 
patisthate (ci, Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 6. \ ), Aindryd sadah, Vaianavyn. havirdhanam ’ 
(Tai. Sam. 3. 1. 6. 1) [With the Agnoyi verse, one approaches the ^gnidAra, — 
with the Aindrl verse, the Assembly-room, — with the Vaianavl verse, the 
Havirdhdrm'], — In regard to this, there arises the question, — Is the 
approaching to be done with only those mantraa indicative of the said deities 
tliat are found in the same Context ? or are the mantraa indicative of the 
deities to be culled from the whole ten mandalaa of the Bgveda Ddahatayl * ) 
for being used at the Approaching ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakm : — ** When in a 
certain connection (context), a mantra is enjoined, through its Indicative 
Power, it should bo culled out of the Ten Mavidalaa ; as the 'mantraa in the 
Ten Maii^laa are capable of being called by such names as ‘ dgneyi ’ and the 
rest (anyone of which names cannot be confin€Hl to the one particular mantra 
appearing in the same context as the action in question) ; the particular one 
appearing in the same context is one that has been already used elsewhere in 
connection with another action [i.e. the main Jyotistoma sacrifice itself], and 
as such cannot be enjoined in connection with the action in question [i.e. the 
act of Upaathanal ; because, for 'mantraa like those under consideration, it is 
not right that what has been enjoined once should be enjoined again. — 
‘ Mantras like what ? ’ — What we mean is that when a 'mantra has been once 
enjoined in a qualified form, it cannot be enjoined again, in its unqualified 
(general) form, through its Indicative Power. [For instance, if a certain 
Mantra speaking of Agni — viz. ‘ Agnirmurdhd^ etc.’ — has been enjoined speci- 
fically in its own special form, it cannot be enjoined again under the general 
name of ‘ Agneyi ’ ; and yet this is exactly what would happen if, in the 
sentence * Agn^yya agnldhram upatisthaVe\ the term 'dgneyi' were restric- 
ted to the one mantra in the Context], — * Why so ? * — Because if the Indi- 
cative Power (through which it is meant to be enjoined) is taken as mention- 
ed by way of specifying the Mantra, then it could be specified only in the 
qualified form, — the sense being that ‘ the act in question (upaathdna) is to 
be done with such 'mantraa as contain words indicative of the deity (Agni) * ; 
and in this case, the Mantra cannot be taken as enjoined [as the potency of 
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the injunctive word is taken up by the said specification]. On the other 
hand, if the Indicative Power is taken as enjoining the Mantra^ then the 
sense of tlie injunction would be ‘ one does such and such an act by means 
of the mantra possessed of such and such Indicative Power * ; and in this 
latter case there would be no specification of any particular mantra [and 
hence any Agneyl mantra might be taken up]. It is for this reason that 
when a mantra has been enjoined once in this manner, it is not right that 
there should bo another injunction of it of the kind in question. From this 
it follows that all the mantras in the Ten Mandalas which are found to have 
the Indicative Power in question should be culled out for use.” 

Objection {against the Purvapaksa) — Through the force of the Context, 
the most reasonable course would bo to adopt those same mantras that are 
found in the same context. 

Purvapaksin s answer — “This cannot be; as Indicative Power is more 
authoritative than Context.” ^Tantravartika — Trans., p. 1092 notes that 
henceforward, in the present connection; the term ^ lihga\ ‘indicative 
power’ is to be taken in the sense ‘ Direct Assertion ’ or Text, which is liter- 
ally connected with the particular deity ?] 

Says the Piirvapaksin's Opponent— Indicative Power would set aside 
the Context only if there were conflict between the two; in the case in 
question, there is no such conflict; because if we accept the indication of 
the context and adopt the one |:)articular (Agneyi) Mantra in the context 
which contains the reqviisite indicative words also (containing, as it does, 
words expressive of the deity, Agni)^ — wo do not, in any way reject the indi- 
cations of the Indicative Power; if we adopted some such Mantra in the 
Context as did not contain the indicative word, then alone would we have 
gone against Indicative Power*, — but by doing what wo do (i.e. by adopting 
that mantra in the context which does contain the requisite Indicati\e 
words) we are following both, the Context as well as the Indicative Power, 

The Purvapaksin answers — “It is not as you put it. What Indicative 
Power indicates is that the act in question may be done by any 'tnantra in 
the Ten Mandalas (which possesses the Indicative words) ; so that all sucli 
Mantras contained in the Ten Mandalas can be spoken of as ‘ dgneyl ’ ; — 
now this notion provided by Indicative Power is certainly rejected as wrong^ 
if you follow the Context; that is, if you follow the Context (and thereby 
adopt only one Mantra as * dgneyl'), you certainly reject the said indica- 
tion by Indicative Power as wrong; if you do not accept the Context (and 
apply the name * dgneyl' to all the Mantras in the Ten Mandalas contain- 
ing the indicative words), then the notion derived from Indicative Power re- 
mains correct; — thus there is a clear conflict (between Context and Indicative 
Power) ; and when there is a conflict, the Context must be regarded as the 
weaker of the two.” 

Says the Purvapaksin' s Opponent — All that should bo done in course of 
the action of Upaslhdna is that the condition of the presence of the indica- 
tive words should be adhered to; and it is not necessary that we should 
necessarily admit any mantra contained in the Ten Mandalas; — now if the 
mantra appearing in the Context is adopted, the said condition becomes 
entirely fulfilled. On the other hand, if we adopt any mantra contained in 
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the Ten Mandalast we set aside the particular mantra appearing in the Context^ 
— ^without any such conflict ( as would justify this exclusion). Nor is there any 
conflict between the Context and Indicative Power ; because the Context points 
out the individual (dgneyl) mantra, while Indicative Power indicates the 
(Agneyl) in general*, and the individual is different from the Universal (or 
General). — From all this it follows that the mantra adopted should be one 
that contains the indicative? words and that appears in the Context. 

The Purvapaksin' s answer — “It is true that by adopting the mayitra 
appearing in the context, the indication of Context is not infringed, and also 
that the indication of Indicative Power becomes honoured ; but all the same 
the fact remains that a certain notion derived from Indicative Power — that 
‘ any mantra in the Ten Mandalas, which contains the indicative word 
may bo used ’ — comes to be regarded as wrong'" 

Purvapaksin's Opponent — As a matter of fact, no individual (dgneyi) 
verse is denoted by the term dgneyi' )\ why then should the said general 
notion be taken as rejected if a certain individual (agneyl verse) is not 
adopted. [The general notion is that ‘Agneyl Mantras should bo used’ ; this 
general notion is not contravened if we adopt one particular Agneyl Mantta 
and not adopt any other.] — 

The Purvapaksin answers — “We do not yet quite know whether what 
pertains to the case in (i(uestion is, or is not, the generic character of contain- 
ing the indicative word. What is clear is that the term (‘agneyl) denotes 
the deity by means of the Nominal Affix, by virtue of which the Deity 
(so denoted) servos to indicate the particular Mantra*, what helps in the 
sacrifice is any individual mantra, not the class ‘ Mantra* ; class also there is 
none other (in the case in question) than the deity; and it is this Deity that 
indicate'^ that which helps in the sacrifice, ft is, however, not known that the 
individual mantra to be used is this one, and not that other; — and so long 
as the individual mantra is not recognised as the one to be used, all those 
mantras should be admitted which contain the indicative word ; — so that 
the mantras in the Ten MandUilas would come to be recognised as to be 
used ; such being the case, it woidd be very wrong to reject these through 
considerations of the Context (and use only that mantra which appears in 
the Context). — Even so, it is not only those appearing in the Ten Mandalas 
that are to be used, — but that also may be used which appears in the 
Context.” 

The Opponent argues — It has been said above that the mantra that 
appears in the context has been enjoined elsewhere for some other purpose, 
and hence it could not be enjoined for any other purpose. 

The Purvapaksin answers — “It is not necessary that the same mantra 
alone should be used for this other purpose ; in fact that same, as also 
others — which resemble it in having the indicative words, — may be used; 
and thus there would be no incongruity.” 

The Opponent — There would be this incongruity that both. Indicative 
Power and Context, would not be followed. 

Purvapaksin — “ True, they would not be followed ; but the Context does 
not deserve to be followed, for the simple reason that what it indicates is 
contrary to what is indicated by the Indicxzfive Power. — Then again, it is 
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not necessary that either the Indicative Power or the Context should be 
followed ; in fact, though it is true that the activity of the agent tends to- 
wards what is indicated by these, yet it is only when this is recognised as 
something fruitful that the agent betakes himself to that activity [and not 
merely because the action has been indicated by fndicative Power or by 
Context or by both].” 

Question — What if this be so ? 

Purvapakain — “ The effect of this is that the Indicative Power is not 
followed in any case ; so that there would be no activity towards anything 
else that may be indu ated by that Power. 

“ From all this it follows that the mantras in the Ten Mandalas should 
be admitted.” 

8UTRA (21). 

[SiI)DH4NTA] — In reality, only that mentioned in the 
Context (are to be admitted) ; because of the 
Context and of reasons. 

Bhdsya. 

‘ That mentioned in the context^ — i.e. the mantra that which is spoken of 
in the Context of the Jyotistoma — should be admitted ; — why ? — because of 
the Context and of reasons; — i.e. the said mantra is what is indicated by the 
Context, and it is only right that the indication of the Context should be 
accepted. — Why so ? — It would not be right to take the sentence in question 
as laying down merely the fact of the mantra having some sort of a func- 
tion to perform in connection with the Jyotisto'ma : because this general 
connection of the mantra with that sacrifice is already known from other 
sources [i.e. by the direct enunciation of the mantras to be used at the 
Jyotistoma sacrifice — says the Tantravdrtika\ ; the sentence may, however, be 
taken as laying down the particular purpose to be served by the yimntra in 
connection with the sacrifice, — because as yet, the fact of the mantra serving 
tliat particular purpose is not known ; [so that what the sentence means is 
that at the Upasthdna only those Cigneyl mantras are to be used that are 
connected with the Jyotistoma — says the Tantravartika]. Such being the 
case, if the indications of the Context were entirely ignored, and the sen- 
tence were taken as laying down any (Agneyl) mantra contained in the Ten 
Manilas , — there would be a syntactical split; as in that case the sentence 
would have to be construed as — ‘ one .should do the Upasthdna of the Agnu 
dhra, — and that with a fnantra containing such and such indicative words’. 

STJTRA (22). 

The Injunction would be purposeless, — as there would be 
NO connection with anything fruitful ; BECAUSE the 
‘ UpASTHAN \ ’ IS not fruitful. 


Says the Purvapakain — “ On the strength of the indication of the Context^ 
any Agneyl jnantra may be taken as helpful to the Jyoti8toma'\ 
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If til© ponteiice in question is taken as asserting the connection between 
the act of Upaathdna and the Jyotiatonva sacrifice, then the sentence might 
be taken as laying down the act of Upasthdna in connection with the Jyotis- 
toma ; and in that case, on the strength of the Context^ it might be possible 
to take the two factors [(a) ‘ should do the Upasthana,* — (6) and ‘ that with 
ttfjneyl mantras’] as syntactically connected and forming ‘one sentence’. — 
When, however, the sentence is taken as asserting the connection of the 
nuintra with all kinds of Upasthana (not only that connected with the 
J yolistoma), — then all that we get out of it is the mantra only, without 
any reference to the Context (which bears upon the Jyotiatmna only) ; 
nor can the Context serve the purpose of specifying (the particular 
( paathana at which the Mantra should be used). In fact, if it did do both 
these (i.e. if the sentence laid down the use of the mantra and also specified 
the particular Upasthdna at which it should be used), then there would be 
syntactical split. 

There is no such incongruity in our view ; as, according to that view, 
that nutntrn — either the one indicating Agni or the one indicating Indra — 
which is already known as functioning (in general) at the Jyotiatoma — comes 
to be enjoined in connection with the particular function of the Uj^usthdna 
which is done at the Jyotiatoma sacrifice, — and all the rest of the sentence 
is a mere reference (to what is already known from other sources). Thus 
there would be no incongruity at all. 

Or, the three sentences — [(a) * Agneyyd agnldhramupatiathate, (b) aindryd 
aadah, {c) caianavyd havirdhdnumJ] — may be taken as laying down merely 
the connection of the Agnldhra, the Sadah and the Havirdhdna, — the verb 
‘ upatiathate' being a mere reference; the meaning of the sentence thus is — 
‘ w'itli this (dgneyi) fnantra [which is already known] one approaches the 
Agnidhra ’. 

From all this it follows that only those mantras containing the indi- 
cative word are to be used which are found in the Context. 


SUTRA (23). 

Also, because all the mantras ark such as have been enjoined. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that the mantras in the Context are such as have 
been already enjoined in connection with another action [i.e. with the main 
Jyotiatoma sacrifice]. Our answer to this is that this argument has beeti 
already answered. 

Then again, there are no mantras that have not been already enjoined 
(in connection with some action or the other) ; all mantras are such as have 
been enjoined in the Vdchastofna and in the Ashvina shastra before the sun 
rises. — So that on this point of being already enjoined in connection with 
another action, the 'mantra in the Context does not differ from any other. 
Hence in the case in question the mantra admitted must be that appearing 
in the Context. 



Adhikarai^a (9)^ [The ^ Bhaksa-rnantras' are to be used at 
the act of ‘ Holding ' and the rest^ in accordance with the 
indications of the words of the mantras.^ 

SUTRA (24). 

[P^rvapaksa] — ‘*Thkou(jh ‘Indicative Power’ and ‘Name’, the 

ENTIRE AnUVAKA SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEINCJ FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF THE ‘ EATING 

Bhdsya. 

We find the following Bhakanmnntra — ‘ Bhakhsehi nid viaha dlrghdytil- 
rCiya ahantanutvnya rdyaajjoadya varchaae auprajdatvuya ; — ehi uaao piirovaao 
priyo me hrdoayashvinoatvd bdhuhhydm aayhydsam ; — nrcJiakaaaantvd dem 
aoma aiichakad avakhyeaatn : hhiva me gdtrd harivo gaiydn me md vitlif^alK 
ahivo me aaptarain vpatiatluiava md me' van ndhhimatiydh ; mandrdbhihhutih 
keturynjfidndm vdq juadnd aomaaya trpyalu ; vaaiimadgatiasya rudramadga- 
naaya ddityamadganaaya aoma deva te matividah prdtahaavanaaya madhyandi- 
naaya anvanaayn trtlynaavanaayn gdyatrachchhandaaah tratupchhandaao 
'gnihuta indrapltaaya nardahamaapitaaya pitrpltaaya madhiifnata upahuta^ 
ayopahuto bhakaayd?nf\ etc. etc .' — (Taitti Sain. 3. 2. 5. 1-3). 

[The Bhaeya has quoted the entire anundka with a view to show which word lu 
it is capable of what use, questions relating to whu’h will be discussed in the next 
four fidhikarantis. As a matter ot fact, there are several portions of this Aniivaka 
— eg. * Gdyatrachchhandah, ns also * Indrapi la, etc.'* - aro such as are used 

sepn^’ately aecordinu: to their several significations. - Tantrarnrtika — Trans., p 1 102.] 

In connection with this BhakadnavakUy there arises the question — Is 
the whole of this anuvdka to bo used in connection with the ‘eating’? 
or may some part of it be used elsewhere also ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa: — Through 
‘ [ndicatire Power' and * Name', the entire A^iuvdka ahould be taken aa being 
for the purpoae of the * eating' (su.) ; i.e. the entire Anuvdka should be used 
in connection with eating. — Why ? — Because the term ‘ bhakaaydmi ' (‘1 eat’, 
occurring in the mantra) is clearly one that should be used in connection 
with eating, as the only thing that it can denote is eating, nothing else; as 
for the other words in the text, they are such as are expressive of quali- 
fications (or concomitants) of the act of Eating , — and, as such, are used 
uherever the term *bhakaaydmP is used. (The Anuvdka begins with the 
term *bhakae' and also ends with ^bhakaaydmi ', — both denoting the act of 
Eating only ; this also implies that all the words between these two terms 
form one composite whole, to bo used in connection with eating. 1 " 

Objection (against the Purvapakaa ) — (A) As a matter of fact, that 
portion of the Anuvdka which begins with ‘ ehi vaao' and ends with ‘ aaghyd- 
aam* must be taken as to be used in connection with the act of Holding', as 
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all the words included herein are such as require each other for the comple- 
tion of the sentence and are expressive of a single idea (and serving a single 
purpose) ; so that it must be syntactically distinct from the sentence speak- 
ing of tJating — (B) Similarly, the portion beginning with the word * nrchak- 
sasam' and ending with ^ avakhy^am^, is expressive of the act of Looking 
into. — (C) So also, the portion beginning with the words ‘Hinva me gdtrd 
harivah* and ending with * md yne ^ innndbhinnatigdh' is expressive of the 
act of Proper Digesting. — Thus then, as there are several ideas expressed b\' 
the several portions of the Anuvdka, they should be taken as so many 
distinct sentences. How then can it be said that the whole of it is a single 
sentence, to be used in connection with the act of Eating ? 

Purvapaksin' 8 answer -*‘It has already been asserted that all the vari- 
ous things expressed by the different portions of the Anuvdka are only 
concomitants of the act of Entmg^\ 

Objection — Even so, there would be different sentences; as it is not 
possible for anything to be spoken of simultaneously along with its con- 
fomitants. 

Purvapaksin — “ We do not mean that the concomitants are expressed 
independently; what we mean is that what is expressed by the sentence is 
the single factor (of eating) as qualified and accompanied by its several con- 
comitants in the shape of Holding, Looking into and so forth.” 

Objection — It cannot be right to take the words expressive of tlie 
concomitants as 7wt intended to be significant of their meanings, and yet 
as signifging the concomitants of the eating ; such an idea could be derived 
only from indirect nidication \ and as between Direct Assertion and Indirect 
I ndication, it is the former that should be accepted. Hence the whole Afw- 
viika cannot be treated as a single sentence. 

Purvapaksin — “Our answer to this is as follows: — Though the act of 
Holding and several other factors are found to be signified by the words of 
the mantra, yet all these factors are not such as are equally meant to be 
spoken of (or emphasised) ; it is the act of Eating only that is meant to be 
spoken of (and emphasised); hence it is only this act of Eating that is 
‘directly asserted’, the concomitants are not ‘directly asserted’; — nor is 
any useful jmrpose to be served by a cognition of these concomitants ; — and 
tliat group of words is to be treated as ‘ one sentence ’ which is found to 
servo one single purpose; — thus it is that the wliole of the Annvaka is to bo 
treated as * one sentence ’ serving the single purpose of speaking of the act 
of Eating along with its concomitants; and for that reason, the whole is to 
be used in connection with the act of Eating.'' 

“ Further, there is the name ‘ Bhakadnuvdka^ which is applicable to the 
whole Anuvdka, not to any portion of it. [This also shows that the entire 
Anuvdka is to bo used in connection with the act of eating.] " 

Objection (against the Purvapaksa) — Name is a thing of secular origin, 
how can it restrict the use of anything that forms part of the Veda ? 

Purvapaksin — Though the Name is something of secular origin, yet 
its application to the Anuvdka has had no beginning in time”. 

What if it is so ? 
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‘‘This is what follows. — Tho name speaks of (signifies) the entire Ann- 
vdka along with the Eating^ — and such signification is possible only when 
there is a definite connection between the two factors spoken of together ; 
for instance, when we find the ‘cooker’ and ‘the chopper’ spoken of to* 
gether, we at once infer that there is some connection between the two.” 

Objection — In matters like what we are discussing, the relation f)f 
subserviency cannot be a matter for Inference, — it can be learnt only from 
an Injunction, — not from any other source ; and certainly Name can nev<*r 
be injunctive. 

Purvapaksin — “Our answer to this is that what the Name does is to 
bring to our mind the two factors related, and the injunction will be done 
by the directive sentence laying down the procedure of the action. — From 
all this it follows that the entire Anuvdka is to bo used in connection with 
the act of Eating^\ 


SUTRA (25). 

fSlDDHANTA] — O n A(^fOirNT OK THE FORM (WORDS OF THE MANTRAS), 
AND ON ACCOUNT OF INJUNCTION,— PORTIONS OF THE ANUVAKA 
SHOULD BE EXTRAtrrED (FOR SEPARATE USE) ; SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE ACTIONS (AT WHICH THE EXTRACTS 
ARE TO BE used) ABE ACTUALLY 
ENJOINED. 

Bhdsi/n. 

It is not right that the entire Anumka should be used in connection 
with Eating, — (a) In fact, on account of the ‘form’ (words) of the sentence 
speaking of the act of Holding — i.e. the sentence beginning with *ehi^ and 
ending with * saghydsam'* — should be used in connection with the act of 
Holding; — (6) the sentence beginning with * nrcliaksasam' and ending with 
• avakhyesam ’ should be used in connection with the act of Looking into ; — 
“ why so ? ” — Because, if used in this way, the sentences are used according 
to their primary meaning; if taken in any other way, they would be used 
according to a secondary meaning ; and it is more reasonable to accept the 
Primary than the Secondary meaning. 

Objection — “It has been pointed out that no useful purpose can be 
served by the pointing out of the concomitants.” 

Answer — What the sentences speak of are not ‘concomitants’ ; in fact 
each of these — Holding, Looking into and tho rest — are independent acts, 
each spoken of by an independent sentence by itself. 

“ How is it so ? ” 

(They are to be taken as independent acts) because there is a useful 
purpose served by tho cognition of these acts as spoken of by the sentences ; 
in fact, all these acts are such as have been enjoined, — some by direct inde- 
pendent injunctions, and some by implication ; — as such all these have got 
to be indicated (by nuintras); — and it is this indication of the acts that is 
done by the sentences in question. — Tho 'form' or nature of these also 
consists in this capacity to indicate things. 
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Thus, inasmuch as the various sentences (in the Anuvdka) serve 
different purposes (and have different meanings), they are not regarded as 
‘ one sentence *. 

Objection — “ The ‘ form ’ of the sentences is also such as makes them 
supplementary to the sentence speaking of the act of Eating ^ 

Answer — True: that is their ‘form’; but these acts (spoken of b\ 
these sentences) are not to be taken as concomitants (qualifications) of that 
act of Eating, 

“Why so?” 

Because, if so taken, they would have to be regarded as serving some 
transcendental purpose; and in that case, whether spoken or not spoken 
of (by means of a mantra recited at the time), they would serve that 
purpose all the same. [So that there would be no necessity for speak- 
ing of them by means of a manfm.] In the other case, the sentences would 
serve the purpose of indicating the acts of Holding and the rest, and thus 
serve a visible purpose. 

From all this we conclude that on account of their form and injunction, 
some portions of the mantra should he extracted (and used in connection with 
different acts). 



ADHiKARAisrA ( 10 ) : [That portion of the ^ Bhaksanuvaka ’ 
which begins with the word ‘ mandrahhibhutih ’ and 
ends with the word " bhaksayami * forms a 
single ‘ shastra ’ {mantra)]. 

SUTRA (26). 

Inasmuch as a concomitant (quauiitcation) is spqken of, the 

PASSAGE BECilNNING WITH ‘ MaNDRA ' SHOULD BE TREATED AS 

ONE Mantra ; specially because the two sentences 
(of which this passage IS composed) jointly 
EXPRESS a single IDEA. 

Bhdsya. 

In the Bhakadnuvdka (the whole of which has been quoted as the 
Viaayavdkija of the preceding Adhikarana), we read the passage — * Mandrd- 
bhibhutih keturyajndndm vdgjtisdnd sotnasya trpyatUy — Vasutnadgai^asya 
soma deva te matividah prdtahsavanasya gdyatrachchhandaso ^gnihuta indra- 
pltasya ynadhumaUi upahutasyopahuto bhakaaydmi* (Taitti. Sam., 3. 2. 5. 1-2). 

In regard to this passage, there arises the question — In this passage, are 
there two mantras — one beginning with ‘ mandra ’ and ending with ‘ trpyatu *, 
and the other beginning with * vasiimadgaviasya'* ? Or, is the whole passage 
— ^beginning with ‘ mandra ’ and ending with ‘ bhaksayami ’ a single mantra ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that — “ there are two man- 
tras; — two distinct things are spoken of by the two sentences — ‘ trpti * {satis- 
faction, spoken of in the first sentence) is one thing, while ‘ bhakaana. ’ 
{eating, spoken of in the second sentence) is an entirely different thing; — 
thus their meanings being different, the sentences should be taken as two 
distinct sentences; this would be in accordance with what has been just 
stated in the foregoing sutra — ‘ on account of the form and the injunction, 
the portions should be extracted, etc. etc.’ ” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — Inasmuch as a 
concomitant {qualification) is spoken of, the passage beginning with * mandra * 
should be treated as one mantra*, — the * trpti \ ‘satisfaction*, is spoken of in 
the first sentence as a concomitant (qualification) of the eating (spoken of in 
the second sentence), — the meaning being that ‘ the vdk (assertion) of 
bhaksayami (eating) shall satisfy*. 

Objection — “The term used in the original text is *trypatu* (with the 
Imperative termination) which is different from the term * tarp8yati\ where 
we have the Future Termination ; if we connect the two verbs ‘ bhaksayami * 
and ‘ tarpayatV, then we get at a logical connection between the two actions 
of eating and satisfying, — the idea conveyed being that ‘ eating shall 
satisfy ’ ; with the word ‘ trypatu ’ on the other hand, the word ‘ bhaksayami * 
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can have no connection ; as the expression ‘ hhaksaydmi trpyatii ’ gives no 
sense.” 

Answer — The termination in the word ‘ trpyatu ’ cannot be regarded as 
expressing the sense of the imperative; it should be taken as expressing 
either a request or the idea of the present time. But whether we construe the 
words as *bhaksaydmi vdk tarpsyati' (‘the assertion of exiting shall satisfy *)» 
or as ^hhakaaydmi vdchastarptum k&lah' (the assertion of eating is the 
time for being satisfied’), — in either case the ‘satisfaction’ shall be the 
concomitant (qualification) of the eating ; so that the two sentences together 
expressing a single idea, they should be taken as forming ‘ one sentence ’ and 
hence treated as one mantra. 

Objection — “ In reality the two sentences are totally distinct, inde- 
pendent of one another ; and they are made inter-dependent by force.” 

Answer — Even if the two sentences served two distinct purposes, wore 
independent of one another, and conveyed two distinct ideas, — it would bo 
the indication of the eating that would bo found to serve a perceptible pur- 
pose, — not that of the satisfying ; so that on this ground also, the two sen- 
tences would really serve a single purpose; — how much more so then is it 
when one act — (that of satisfying) — is distinctly recognised as being a con- 
comitant (qualification) of the other (i.e. eating) ? 

From all this it follows that, inasfnuch as a concomitant (qualification) 
is spoken of, the passage beginning with ‘ mandra ’ should be treated as one 
mantra. 


27 



ADHiKABA^jrA (11): [The words of the ‘ Bhaksanuvdka 
beginning mth ‘ indrapUasya are to be used in 
connection with all ‘ eatings ’ — tuith necessary 
modifications. ] 

Preliminary Adhikarayxi, 

SUTRA (27). 

[PrKLIMINARY PCRVAPAKi^A] — W hEN ALL ARB ENJOINED IN THE SAME 
SENTENCE, THE EATING OF THE OFFERINGS ‘ NOT MADE TO 
InDRA ’ SHOULD BE DONE WITHOUT MANTRAS ; 

BECAUSE THE ‘ INDICATIVE PoWER ’ (OF THE 
mantra) points to PARTICULAR 
‘ EATINGS 

Bhdsya. 

The mantra dealt with in the foregoing adhikaravua forms the basis of 
the present adhikarana also. At the sacrifices with which the Bhaksanuvdka 
is concerned, there are several offerings made to Indra^ as also several not 
made to Indra (but to other deities). — ^In regard to these, there arises the 
question — Is the mantra in question to be used in connection with the eating 
of both kinds of offerings — those to Indra as well as those not to Indra ? Or 
is it to be used in connection with the eating of the offerings to Indra 
only, while that of the offerings not to Indra is to be done without mantras ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — “The eating of 
the offerings not made to Indra is to be done without mantras, — Why ? — 
Because all the offerings have been enjoined in the same sentence ; — now from 
among these offerings, that which is not made to Indra cannot be taken as 
spoken of by the mantra beginning with ‘ indrapltasya ’ [which clearly 
speaks of that only which has been ‘ drunk by * (offered to) * Indra ’ J. — Nor is 
there any modification of mantras possible in the case of those mentioned in 
the Context (of a primary act, — and every eating is a primary act) ; 
because unless there is a distinct declaration to the effect, the mantra cannot 
be taken as expressing any meaning other than the one indicated by its 
words.” 

[As against this Purvapaksa we have the following preliminary 
Siddhdnta ,'] — 
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SUTRA (28). 

[Preliminary SiddhInta] — In reality, offerings should be 

MADE WITH MANTRAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEITY 
(to whom the offering HAS BEEN MADE); BECAUSE 
THERE IS A TEXT INDICATING THE FACT OF THE 
OFFERINGS TO THE OTHER DEITIES HAVING 
THE OFFERING TO InDRA FOR THEIR 

Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the offerings have to be made with mantras modified in accord- 
ance with the deity to whom the offerings are made. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because 
the Dhruva-chnmasas (which are offered to Indra) are the Archetypes (of the 
other offerings under consideration). — * What are Dhruva^ckamasas ? ’ — It is 
the name of those offerings of Soma that are made in the beginning of the 
Havanas (pressings) at the Shukrdmanthi Prachdra (Shukra and Manthi Fore- 
offering) ; — these are all related to Indra ; of these, the act of offering is 
the Archetype and the others, its ectypes. — *How do you know this?* — 
Becavse there is a text indicating the fact of the offering to Indra being the 
Archetype. — * How is this indicated ? ’ — This is indicated by the fact that 
the Vedic text shows modification in the Bhaksamantra in the case of the 
Hodashin (Sixteenth (*up) in the Atiratra Soma-sacrifice with the word 
aniLstupchandasah (in the p\Q,eeoigdyatrachchaniPi8ah, etc. of the Bhaksaman- 
tra in the Agnis^oma ceremony, mentioned above). — * What is the indication 
here?’ — The term * namati^ indicates modification. — ‘But this (that (me 
modifies the Bhaksamantra) v/ould be a Direct Assertion (not Indication),'* — 
Not so; because the text quoted does not directly assert the term ‘ namati\ 
all that it does is to mention the term * namati* and the term * anustup- 
chhandasah^ — and hence it is indicated that the Bhaksamantra is to he 
modified. — Now such a modification is possible only in the ectypal acts ; — 
whence it follows that these other offerings under consideration are all 
ectypes; — and consequently even at the offerings not made to Indra, the 
mantra to be used must be that whose use is indicated by its having been 
used at the Archetype (of those offerings), but with necessary modi- 
fications. 

Objection — ‘ In support of the view that these other offerings are 
ectypes, you have pointed to Indication ; please mention some reetsona.* 

Answer — It is the Soma to he offered to Indra that is ‘held* and ‘mea- 
sured ’ ; — hence it is in the cups dedicated to Indra that there is Soma, — and 
there is no Soma in the cups not dedicated to Indra ; so that all the details 
meant to be performed in connection with Soma are to be performed in con- 
nection with the cups dedicated to Indra , — while the other cups (which are 
not dedicated to Indra) have no details performed in connection with them, 
and are (to that extent) defective (incomplete). — ‘How do you know that it 
is the Soma to be offered to Indra that is held and measured ? ’ — This we learn 
from the words of the mantra — ‘ Indrdya tvd vasumatae ’ ( Vaja. Sam. 6. 32) ; — 
mantras like this speak of only that Soma which is to he offered to Indra, none 
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other ; — hence there can be So7na only in the cups dedicated to Indra ; and the 
details relating to Soina are performed only in connection with the cups 
dedicated to Indra , — all the other offerings remain incomplete, and hence 
these latter borrow those details. This is the reason for our conclusion 
(which had been supported by the Indicative Power of the mantras). 

From all this it follows that the offerings not made to Indra, are to be made 
with ma^itras modified in accordance with the deity to whom the offerings 
are made. 


The discussion rests unsettled at this 'point {'with the statement of the 
preliminanj Siddhdnta) ; and at this stage (before it is resumed, the arguments 
answered, and the final SiddhTmta stated tinder Sutra 43 below), we shall proceed 
with the consideration of certain other 'matters (related to the question of 
mantras to be used in comiection with the eating of remnants of offerings made 
to the various deities), 

[The poaition of the Pijrvapakpa-Siddhanta, from this Adhikarana onwards is 
somewhat obscure : the question dealt with in Adhikarana 1 1 has been — Is the 
Mantra to be used in the eating of the remnants of the Indra- offerings only, and 
that of all the other offerings is to be done xuithout Mantras —or is the Mantra to be 
used in connection with all, — the only difference being that while with the Indra- 
offerings, the Mantra is to be as in the original form, while in the others, the 
names of the deities have to be modified ? — The first alternative represents the 
Purvapakm — that the Indra- offerings alone are to be done with the Mantra as in 
the original form and the others are to be done 'without Mantras, -The Siddhanta 
(preliminary and hypothetical) is that all the eatings are to be done with Mantra,— 
but at the Indra-offorings the Mantra shall be userl in the original form and at the 
others with modifications of names of deities. — This, however, is not the final 
Siddhanta , — For the present the matter is left here in its * aparyava>sita\ ‘un- 
settled*, non -final stage. "Adhikaranas 12 to Ifi, embodied in Sutras 29-37, deal 
with other questions relating to Mantras to be used at the eatings, with or without 
modifications, in accordance with the Preliminary Sidd.hanta set forth in Sutra 28. 
— ^The main thread of the discussion on the subject of Adhikarana 11, is resumed 
in Adhikarana 17, Sutra 38, and carried on m three Adhikaranas 17 to 19, Sutras 
38-42, wherein the alternative of using no MarUras at certain eatings is discussed. — 
Then at the end of the Pada, the final Siddhanta is stated in Adhikarana 20, Sutra 
43, which represents the final upshot of all the discussions relating to the use of 
mantras at the eatings of the remnants of offerings. 

The position is briefly and clearly stated in Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1110, 
where, in the introduction to Adhikarana 12, we read — ‘While the foregoing 
Adhikararia (11) still rests in the * Purvapakm'* [the preliminary Siddhdnta stated 
under Sutra 25 being so called, in view of, and in relation to, the final Siddhdnta 
stated in Sutra 42, at the end of the Pada], and the Siddhdnta is not finally stated 
and established till the end of the Pdda , — we take for granted, for the time being, 
the propriety of having modifications (in accordance with the said preliminary 
Siddhdnta in Sutra 28), and then proceed to consider under what circumstances, 
the modifications, if allowable, would be possible.} 



Adhikarai^a (12): Indra' shoiild he mentioned 
in the mantra used in connection ivith the 
^ Punarabhyunnlta-Sorna' i.e. Uhe 
Soma brought up again. ^'\ 

SUTRA (29). 

In connection with the ‘Soma brought up again’, 

ALL THE DEITIES SHOULD BE MENTIONED, 

BECAUSE THERE ARE REMNANTS 
OF BOTH (OFFERIN(4S). 

Bhdsya. 

[The preliminary Siddhanta of tho preceding Adhikarana has been that at the 
eating of the remnants of offerings instead of the term ‘ Indra ’ in the rnantnt ‘ Itkdra- 
pltfifiya, ete.,’ we should mention the name of tho deity to whom tho offering 
in question has boon made. VVe now proceed to (‘onsider what names are to bo in- 
troduced and under w'hat circumstances, j 

There are certain * Soma- offerings brought up again*, connected with 
tlie beginning of the Havanas at the Shukramanthi Prachdra ; — in connection 
with these what happens is that as soon as the Hotr-priest lias pronounced 
tlie ‘ Vasatkdra ’ and also after the ‘ Anuvasafkdra ’ [See the T.V. — There are 4 
oblations after the Vasatkdra and 4 after the AnavasatkdraV four libations 
are (twice) offered with the four ladles of ‘Middlemost Persons | i.e. the 
Brahmaiu tho Hotr, the Udqdtr and the | then single libations 

are offered with tho Hotraka ladles (i.e. the ladles belonging to the assis- 
tants of tho ITotr — jMaitrdvaruna, Brahmandcchamsiriy Potr, Xesfr, A crhdvdka, 
and Aqnldhra), on the utterance of the ‘ Vasatkdra' ; [at all these offerings 
the deity is Tndra] ; — after this. Soma is again brought up in the ladles con- 
taining the remnants of the previous offerings. — In connection with this ‘ Soma 
brought up again’, the Adhvaryu-priefft issues the following directions — ‘Let 
the Chanmsddhvaryus offer libations from the ladles of the Middlemost Per- 
sons on the pronouncement of ‘ Vasal' and * Anavasat' ^ — let the Chamasddh- 
varyiis offer single libations from the ladles of the Hotrakas and return after 
having filled the Shukra cup ’. — Now in the course of this, the Hotrakas 
offer sacrifices to several deities as follo^vs: — (a) the Maitrdvariina makes the 
offering to MHra-Varuna, with the jMaritra * M it ram vayani havdmahe^ etc.’ 
(Rgveda, 1. 23. 4), — [b) the BrdhtnandcJtrhhamsi makes the offering to Tndra, 
with tlie Mantra * Indra tvd vrsabham mynm, etc.' (Rgveda, 3. 40. 1), — (c) the 
Potr makes the offering to the Maruts, with tlie Mantra ‘ Maruto yasya hi 
ksaye, etc.', (Rgveda, 1. 86. 1), — (d) the Nestr makes the offering to Tiastr and 
the Pa^m.s*’, with tho Mantra Ayne patnir ihdvaha, etc.’ (Rgveda, 1. 22. 
9), — (e) the Agnldhra makes tho offering to Agni, with the Mantra ‘ Uksdn- 
ndya vashdnndya, etc.' (Rgveda, 8. 43. 11). Out of these cups (all of which had 
been previously dedicated to Indra), the offering to Indra is made at the first 
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pronouncement of the ‘ Va8at\ — then after pouring more Soma-juice into 
the same ladles the offerings to Mitra-Varuria and other deities are made; 
— thus the ladles come to contain the remnants of all those offerings, those 
to Indra as well as those to Mitra- Varurm and other deities. [So that when 
the remnant of the Mitra-VaruvM and other offerings come to be eaten, the 
ladle contains the remnant, not only of the offerings to those deities, but 
also that of the offerings previously made to Indra, | 

In regard to these arises the following question — In the Mantra recited 
in connection with the Eating of this Remnant [viz. the Bhakaamantra, 
ending with the words ‘ indrapltaaya, etc,'] — are all the deities, the previous- 
ly worshipped Indra as well as Mitra- Varuna and the rest, to be named (as in 
‘ Indrapltaaya *) ? Or is Indra not to be mentioned ? [That is, is the Man- 
tra used to be in the form * Indra- Mitrd-Varunuipltaaya' or ^ Mitrdvaruna- 
pltaaya * ?] 

The apparent conclusion is that in connection with the remnants of offer- 
ings out of the ‘ Soma brought up again ’, all the deities are to be mentioned 
[i.e. the form used should be ‘ Indra-mitrdvarunapitaaya]. — Why so ? — 
Because there are remnants of both; i.e. each of the Cups contains the 
remnant of two offerings; what has been offered to the Deity (Indra) at 
the Archetypal Sacrifice, — tne remnant of that offering is said to be ^ pita 
^ drunk \ by that Deity [hence it is that the remnant of the offering made 
to Indra is called ‘ indraplta ' in the Mantra] ; — the same should be held to 
be true in the case in question also [that is, the remnant of the offerings 
to Indra, Mitra- Varuna and other deities should be spoken of as *plfa\ 
‘drunk’, by all these; so that the term * indrapltaaya' should be modified 
into * indra-mitrdoaruTia-pltasya'], — Thus it follows that along with each of 
the cups, two deities should be spoken of. 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Inasmuch as there has been removal (of the 

REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERINO), THERE SHOULD BE NO 
MENTION OF THE PREVIOUS DEITY*’. 

Bhdsya, 

“We think that the remnant of the offering made to the initial deity 
was * removed' — set aside [when fresh Soma was poured into the ladle]. ^ — 
Why so ? — Because the Soma contained in the ladle (after the pouring 
in of the fresh supply) is all dedicated (by the Ydjyd mantra) to Mitra- 
Varurm etc, — How is that? — The answer is as follows: — The offerings (out 
of the freshly poured Soma) are made to Mitra-Varuna etc. (and not to 
Indra also); and in a case where Devadatta eats the remnant of the 
food eaten by the Teacher and makes over the remnant of what he has 
eaten to another person, Purnaka, — this latter, Purr^aka, when refer- 
ring to it, mentions Devadatta — saying ‘ I am eating the leavings of 
Divadatta', — and he does not say ‘I am eating the Teacher's leavings *. — 
In the same manner, in the case in question, the deity of the previous 
offering is not to be mentioned.” 
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SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as there is no actual taking up (of the 

REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING, BY THE LATTER DEITY), 
THERE SHOULD BE NO SETTING ASIDE (OF THE PREVIOUS 
DEITY). 

[The right reading of the Siitra is — Agrahar^d va anapayah,'] 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to say that Indra should not be mentioned ; — because the 
remnant is clearly seen to be of the offering made to that deity also. — “ But 
that offering has been removed.” — Our answer to that is that it is not 
removed ; because what actually happens is that the performer fills from 
the Abhidrona-jar the ladles out of which a single set of libations has been 
offered; — and the presence of the remnant of that offering is what distin- 
guishes the ladles when the fresh supply of Soma is brought up to it; — so 
that it is the Soma contained in this ladle that can be said to be ‘ brought 
up’, or to be that in regard to which the directions are given (by the 
Adhvaryu, to the Priests). — As regards the argument — that “ the remnant of 
the previous offering has been dedicated (along with the fresh supply) 
to the other deities to whom the later offerings are going to be made (so 
that after this later offering has been made, there would be no remnant of 
the previous offering,) ” — our answer is as follows : — It is true that the Soma 
is dedicated to these other deities ; but it is not stated whether this much 
or that much is dedicated ; hence that alone is really regarded as ‘ dedicated ’ 
which is taken up for being actually poured into the fire. Nor is the 
connection of the substance with a particular deity established at the time 
of the ‘ dedication ’ [it being established only by the actual offering] ; so that 
what is dedicated is not necessarily what is connected with a deity. — 
From all this it follows that (even on the pouring in of the fresh supply), 
the remnant of Indra' s offering is present, and is actually seen, in the ladle ; 
so that all the deities (Indra as well as MUra-Varuna) should be mentioned 
in the mantra. 

This Adhikaravui is only a hypothetical discussion (which has proceed- 
ed on the basis of the hypothetical Siddhanta of Adhikarana 11) ; hence it is 
not necessary to explain the purpose served by it ; specially as the purpose 
served by this Adhikarana (as also by the following Adhikaranas) is the 
same as that served by the foregoing Adhikarana, 



Adhikaeajva (13) : [At the eating of the Remnant of 
the ' Patnivata ’ offerings, Indra and the other deities 
are not to he i}icluded'\ — [First counter-instance 
to the foregoing Adhikarami\ 

StJTRA (32). 

[POrvapaksa] — “In the case of the ‘PatnIvata’ offering, 

IT SHOULD BE AS IN THE PREVIOUS CASE.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is the ^ Piltnlvala offering-cup’ laid down in the text ‘With 
the Upilrnnhupatra he takes up the PCitnlvnta offering out of the Agrayana 
vessel ’ ; — in the Agrayana vessel there are (iollcjcted the remnants of those 
offerings that have been made to deities in couples ; and it is out of this that 
the PatnIvata offering is taken out. After this PatnIvata offering has been 
a(jtually made, when its remnant comes to be I'aten, there arises the ques- 
tion — Should Indra and the other <leities also bo mentioned or not ? 

The Pnrvapaksa view is that they .should all be mentioned ; as the 
Kernnant in question is as much the remnant of tho offerings to those other 
deities as of that of the one deity to whom tho final offering is made— 
faccording to the Stddhunfa of the foregoing Adhikaranal. 

SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as there is actual taking up (of the 

REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING, BY THE LATER DEITY), 
(the CONNECTION OF THE PREVIOUS DEITY) SHOULD 

BE SET ASIDE. 

Bhdsya. 

In the present case, the remnant of the previous offering is set aside ; 
hence this case is not similar to that dealt within the foregoing Adhikarannf 
In the preceding Adhikarana, the Soina is mentioned as an indication of the 
particular vessel, not as something to be taken up ; while, in the present case, 
the words are ‘ he takes it out of the Agrayana *, whereby the Soma contained 
in the ves.sel becomes pointed out as something to be offered as a libation for 
the deity to whom tho sacrifice is going to be offered. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, the Agrayana vessel contains both 
kinds of Soma — tho Agrayana as \vell as the non -agrayana {Sampdta) ; so that 
out of these that alone is the PatnIvata Soma which is taken out of the 
Agrayaija-povtiony while' that which is taken out of the Sampdta (the non- 
dgrayana portion decanted from the remnant of the previous dvi-devatya 
cups) should not be the PdtmvataP 
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Answer — The Agrayana vessel is the source (from which the Pdtnlvata 
offering is taken out) ; hence all the Soma that comes out of that vessel — 
be the So7na itself agrayana or non-dgrayana — should be meant for Patnl- 
vat ; for the simple reason that all this has been taken out of the Agrayaw 
vessel (which is the only condition laid down by the Injunction). 

Objection — ** But some part of the Sotna thus taken out would have come 
out of the non-df/mi/ana-portion also.” 

Answer — That does not affect our position ; the mere fact of the Soma 
having come out of the Agrayana cannot justify its being described as ‘ drunk 
by the previous deities. At the archetypal sacrifice that remnant alone is 
spoken of as ^ indraplta' (‘Drunk bylndra’) which formed part of the 
Soma-juice that was intended for Indra; and in the present case also, that 
remnant alone should be spoken of as ‘ drunk by the previous deities ’ which 
formed part of the Soma- juice intended for those deities. 

Objection — “ In the present case also, the Soma-juice in question is that 
which formed part of what was intended for the previous deities.” 

Not so, wo reply. In the case of libations poured into the fire, we do 
not perceive any ‘ parts*. 

Opponent — At the archetypal sacrifice also, no part can be perceived 
of what has been offered into the fire.” 

Answer — At the archetypal sacrifice, what is perceived is the part of 
that composite whole offered to the previous deity which is made up of por- 
tions out of which libations have been offered, as well as of those out of 
which no libations have been ofhjred. 

Opponent — “ In the present case also, there was a composite whole con- 
sisting what was offered to the previous deities, — and it is of this whole 
that the Pdtnlrata, offering forms part.” 

Not so, we reply. It is true that there was ‘ a composite whole consist- 
ing of what was offered to the previous deities ’ ; but at the time of the 
offering in question the part of that whole has become offered to another 
deity (Patnlvat), and hence the said composite whole has ceased to be relat- 
ed to the previous deities. 

Objection — “ The part in question having been a part of what has been 
‘ drunk ’ by the previous deities, it would still continue, on the basis of that 
previous connection, to be regarded as part of the same.” 

Answer — In connection with the archetypal sacrifice, the part was 
not spoken of as .such, on the basis of any previous connection; hence in 
the case in question also, it should not be so described on that basis. 

Then again, at the archetypal sacrifice, what had been offered to 
Indra was spoken of as ‘drunk by Indra\ — and its connection with 
hidra had not ceased (when it came to be offered to the latter deity); in 
the present case, however, the connection of the previous deities has ceased 
(before it is offered to Patnlvat) ; consequently, these previous deities should 
not be mentioned. 



Adhikarai^a (14) : YTvastr' should not he mentioned at 
the eating of the remnant of the ‘ Patnlvata' offering . — 
Second counter-instance to Adhi. 12.] 

SUTRA (34). 

[PCbvapak^a] — “Tva§tr should be mentioned, because 
OF the drinking.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Pdtnlvata Soma (Soma offered to Patnlvat) ; in connection 
with which there is the mantra — ‘ Aqnd^ i patnivd^h sajurdevena tvaatrd somam 
piha: (Taitti. Sam. 1. 4. 27. 1)— 

In regard to this there arises the question — Should Tvaafr be mentioned 
or not (in the mantra used at the eating of the Pdtnlvata remnant) ? 

On this, the Purvapakaa view is as follows : — ** Tvaatr must be men- 
tioned. — Why ? — Because of the drinking ; as a matter of fact we find 
‘ drinking ’ mentioned in the text (as done by Tvaatr) — ‘ Sajurdevena tvaatrd 
somam piha * ; from which it is clear that the offering is made to 
Patnlvat accompanied by Tvastr; and what is offered to a person accom- 
panied by another is regarded as offered to both ; for instance, when it is 
said that ‘a hundred should be given to Devadatta accompanied by 
Yajnadatta’, — the ‘hundred’ is given to both. Consequently, th6 Soma- 
remnant in question is * tvdatra^ (related to Tvaatr) (as well as * pdtnlvata ^) ; 
hence Tvaatr must be mentioned in the mantra ; because, like Indra, he also 
‘ drinks ’ the Soma, ’ 

SUTRA (35). 

[SiddhInta] — Because of inequality, such should not be 

THE CASE. 

Bhdsya, 

The view expressed above is not right. As a matter of fact, the Vedic 
Word is our sole authority; what the Word says that alone we regard as 
authoritative. In the case in question, what the Word (of the Text) declares 
is the actual ‘ drinking ’ by Agni-Patnivat only, — and of Tvaatr^ it declares 
the mere fact of his aasociation (with Agni-Patnlvat) ; — under the circum- 
stances, the actual ‘ drinking by Tvaatr can only be inferred from the fact 
that the said ‘association’ is not established without the drinking [and 
Inference is not as authoritative as the Vedic word]. 

“ But the actual drinking by (or v.l., ‘ offering to’) Tvaatr is distinctly 
enjoined.” 

True, it is enjoined, but only through the words of the mantra^ not by a 
direct Injunction ; — all that the direct Injunction says is that ‘ one holds tho 
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Pdtnivata ’ ; in ordinary life, an act — whether enjoined or unenjoined — is 
performed whenever a need is perceived for it ; but there ordinary practice 
is the determining factor ; but texts like those under consideration do not 
establish any connection between the Satna and the deity Tvaatr. 



Adhikarai^a ( 15) : At the eating of the Remnant of the 
‘ Painlvata * offering there should he no mention of the 
^ Thirty \ — Third counter-instance to Adhi. (12). 

SUTRA (36). 

So ALSO THE ‘Thirty’, — as these have been mentioned for 
ANOTHER PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the same Painlvata offering, there is another mantra 
— * Aihhih ayne saratham ydhyarvdk mindratham rd vibhavo hyashvah, patnl- 
vatastrimshatastrlnishchfz devdnanuaradlva^ndvaha mudayasva ’ (Rgveda, 
3. 6. 9) 

In regard to this there arises the question — Should, or should not, men- 
tion be made of the Thirty-three Deities (in the mantra used at the eating 
of the remnant of the Pdtnlvata offering) ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapah^a : — “ The Thirty-three 
Deities must be mentioned. — Why ? — Because the Soma is actually offered 
to the Thirty-throe Deities, with the following mantra — ‘ Acfniniaynldadhich- 
chhati dydhyaynervdchlnam trayaatrimshatd devaih saha samdnam rathamadh- 
isthdya ndndrathairvd vibhavanti hi ie'" shvdh tadidamanusvadhamdvaha trayas- 
trimshafam patnlvato devdndyamaya tarpaya cha' ; from this we understand 
that when the Aynld Priest approaches Ayni (Patnivat), it is for the satisfac- 
tion of the Thirty-three Deities \ — the Soma spoken of her© must bo taken as 
related to that Deity which appears to be the predominant factor in the 
mantra; hon(;e it is that we hold that the Thirty-three Deitien should be 
mentioned. — ‘But in the Injunction itself, the deity spoken of is Agni- 
Patnivat' — True; in the Injunction the only deity spoken of is Agni-Patnl- 
vaty but the connection of other deities is not denied. — What if it is so ? — 
What follows from this is that the Thirty -three Deities indicated by the words 
of the nrnntra are recognised to be not incompatible with the Injunction 
(which while enjoining the one deity, Agni-Patnlvaty does not shut out the 
possibility of other deities).” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, wo have the following Siddhdnta — The 
Thirty-three Deities should not be mentioned In the ^an^m quoted, Agni 
is not spoken of either as the inviter^ or as the server^ or as the satifijier [of 
others] ;■ — nor is there any purpose served by sacrifices offered to the Thirty- 
three Deities, — “What then is the deity to whom the sacrifice is to be offered? ” 
— It is Patnivat (Agni). — “ How is that ? ” — Because it is Patnivat (Agni) that 
is enjoined by the words ‘ one takes up the Pdtnlvata'. — “ But then there is 
mention of the Thirty-three Deities who are indicated by the words of the 
mantra." — The answer to this is that these are mentioned in thci ynantra for a 
different purpose. — “ How so ? ” — Until the Soma has been actually offered, 
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it does not belong to Agni, — and what belongs to one cannot be offered to 
another ; hence any such assertion as that ‘ you please give this to the 
Thirty-three Deities ’ [which is the sense attributed to the mantra by the 
Purvax>ak8in] would be most incongruous. In fact, even such an assertion 
would imply that the offering is made to “How so ? It is only 

when one owns a thing that he gives it to another ; hence if the mantra 
speaks of Agni giving the^Voma to the Thirty-three Deities, it implies that ‘ you 
{Agni) are the owner of it “ But what Agni is requested to do is to intoxi- 
cate (render happy, ^ mddayasva^), not to giveP — The answer to this is that 
deities are never ‘ intoxicated ’ ; hence if the 7nantra spoke of intoxication, 
such mention could be only for some transcendental purpose ; on the other 
hand, if the words are taken as speaking of giving, it would do so by indirect 
indication, and serve a visible purpose; — and Indirect Indication, being 
based upon a reliable source of knowledge, is more reasonable than the 
assumption of a transcendental purpose. — “ Even if giving be taken as in- 
directly indicated, it is Agni who is mentioned as the agent doing the act of 
giving P — Such mention of Agni as the agent could only serve a transcendental 
purpose. For these reasons the only right interpretation of the sentence 
(in the mantrap is to take it as indicating the ownership of Agni (over the 
Soma). — Then again, the fact remains that the Soma is enjoined as to be 
offered to Patnlvat {Agni), in the sentence ‘ one takes up the Pdtnwata\ 
—“But it has already been pointed out that this Injunction does not pre- 
clude the deity indicated by the words of the mantraP — The answ^er to this 
is that it has been already (explained that there is no deity indicated by the 
words of the mantra. Then again, in reality, the connection of other deities 
is precluded by the rnjunction, by implication (if not directly); when the 
fact of Patnlvat being the deity is expressed by the nominal affix in the term 
* pdtnlvala\ this deific character of Patnlvat is not understood as being de- 
pendent upon anything else ; so that the only deity in the case is Patnlvat 
pure and simple. — In fact, the mantra has to be explained on the basis of 
this Injunction (regarding the Pdt7ilvata Soma) ; hence the only way in which 
the mantra can be explained is as we have explained it. 

The deity Patnlvat (spoken of above) is Agni, as is clearly indicated by 
the expression ‘ agne patnlvaii ’ — where the two appear in apposition to each 
other. — From all this it follows that the deity to be mentioned is Agni only,, 
not the Thirty -three Deities, 



Adhikarai^a (16) : At the eating of Remnants^ there 
should be no mention of the deity of the ‘ Anuvasatkara ’ — 
Fourth counter- instance to Adhi. (12). 

SUTRA (37). 

Like the Performer, the ‘ Vasatkara ’ also [should not be 

mentioned], 

BJidsya. 

The deity of the Anuvaaatkdra is spoken of in the mantra — ‘ Sotnasydgre 
vihltyamivaaatkaroti' (Aita. Bra, 3. 6). — In regard to this there arises the 
question — Should, or should not, this deity be mentioned (in the mantra 
used at the eating of Remnants) ? 

On this question the Purvapaksa view is that — “ the deity in question 
should be mentioned ; because in this case we do not find — as we did in the 
foregoing Adhikararia — anything to indicate that the deity has been spoken 
of for some other purpose ; hence it must be mentioned.” 

As against this we have the following Siddhdnta — The deity of the 
Anuvaaatkdra should not be mentioned, — like the Performer ; the Performer 
of the acts is not mentioned in the mantra^ — in which no such expressions 
are used as ‘ Hotrpltasya ’ or ‘ Adhvaryu-pilaaya ’ (where the performing 
priest, Hotr or Adhvaryu, might be spoken of in the manJtra recited at 
the time of the eating of Remnants); — ^similarly the deity of the Anuvaaal- 
kdra also should not bo mentioned ; specially because this deity has not been 
mentioned at the Archetypal Sacrifice ; and at the ectype only that should 
be done what has been done at the A rchetype. Hence we conclude that the 
deity in question should not be mentioned. 



ADHiKARAijrA (17) : Remnants of offerings other than those 
to Indra should he eaten without mantras. 

[This and the next two adhikaranaa are purely hypothetical, since they only 
traverse the Preliminary Hypothetical Siddhdnta, left incomplete at the end of 
Adhikarana (11); these three AdhikarancLs may be taken as setting forth the view 
which has been spoken of in Adhikarana (11) as the second possible alternative 
{Pilri'apakm).^ 

SUTRA (38). 

As THE Soma belongs equally to all [there can be no 

DISTINCTION OF ‘ ARCHETYPE ’ AND ‘ EcTYPE ’ AMONG 
THE SEVERAL OFFERINGS] ; [AS FOR THE MENTION 
OF THE OTHER METRE] THAT IS MEANT ONLY TO 
PRECLUDE THE PREVIOUS METRE. 

Bkdsya, 

Now follows the answer to what had been set forth (under Adhi- 
karana 11) as a preliminary (hypothetical) Siddhdnta. It has been asserted 
(as the conclusion of adhi.ll) that the eating of remnants should be done 
with mantras duly modified (according to the names of the deities to whom 
the offering may be made) ; — this, however, is not right ; because the right 
(50urse is that the eating should be done without mantras. — Why ? — The 
answer is — because of all being equally enjoined, there is no relation of 
^ archetype ' and ‘ ectype ’ (among the several offerings). — Why so ? — Because 
the Context pertains equally to all. 

Then as regards the argument urged (under Su. 28) on the basis of a 
text indicating (the fact of the offering to Indra being the Archetype), — that 
text only serves the purpose of precluding the previous metre. That is to 
say, on the analogy of the third Savana, it is understood that the metre 
to be used should be the Jagati ; — in order to set aside this notion we have 
the said text mentioning the * annatup^ metre as the one to be employed 
with the Rhak.^- mantra. 

As regards the argument based upon * namati* (see under Sfi. 28), — 
that is not incompatible with the view that all the offerings are equally 
important. 

Then as regards the argument that ‘ it is the offering to Indra that is 
held and measured’ (see under SQ. 28), — the fact of the matter is that the 
sacrifices offered to Indra and the sacrifices not offered to Indra are not distinct 
sacrifices ; they are so many repetitions of the same sacrifice ; all the sacri- 
ficial accessories also do not belong to these repetitions ; in fact they belong to 
the sacrifice itself. Hence the whole lot of them — the Soma, as well a^ the 
details regarding the Soma — should be taken as enjoined in connection with 
the sacrifice. — As regards the cup for Indra being ‘ held and measured as a 
distinct mantra is specifically laid down for Indra, the ‘ holding * in connec- 
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tion with that deity has to be indicated by the words of the mantra itself ; 
while that in connection with the other deities is to be remembered by 
means of contemplation and other means. 

From all this it follows that the eating of the remnant of the offerings 
not made to Indra should be done without Mantras. 



Adhlkarai^a (18) : The eating of the remnant of the 
offering made to Indra-Agni is to be done without 
Mantras, 

SUTRA (39). 

[PtTRVAPAKSA] — “ In the case of the offering to Indra-Agni, 
MANTRAS SHOULD BE USED ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF 

INDICATIVES 

Bhdsya, 

As in the foregoing adhikarai/m, so here also, the discussion starts on 
the basis of the Preliminary Siddhdnfa (set forth under Adhi. 11). 

An offering of Soma to Indra-Agni is laid down in the text ‘ One holds 
the Aindragna cup (cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 4. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the eating of the remnant 
of this offering to be done with Mantras ? — Or without Mantras ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — “ The mantra 
should be used in the case of the offering to Indra-Agni; because Indra 
is certainly the deity of the offering of which Indra-Agni (jointly) constitute 
the deity ; so that that offering is capable of being spoken of as * indr a - 
pita' (‘drunk by Indra’); for that of which a part has been ‘drunk’ by 
Indra is certainly * indrapita' (‘drunk by Indra’); because when the Soma- 
juice was offered to, and drunk by, Indra-Agni (jointly), a part of it was 
certainly ‘drunk by Indra’. — Hence it follows that the eating of the 
remnant of the offering in question should be done with the mantra 

SUTRA (40). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, the mantra should be used in the case of 

THE OFFERING TO A SINGLE DEITY ; BECAUSE ‘ InDRA-AgNI ’ IS A 
DEITY DISTINCT FROM ‘ InDRA — JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ QUARTERING ’ (OF THE ‘ AgnLYA ' CAKE). 

Bhdsya, 

It is not any part of the offering that is ‘ drunk ’ by Indra ; even if 
a part of it were ‘ drunk ’ by Indra, it would not become ‘ drunk by Indra ’ ; 
in fact, the phrase ‘ drunk by him ’ is a figurative expression [as there is 
no actual drinking or eating of the offerings by the deities] ; what is really 
meant is that it has been ‘dedicated to Indra’, i.e. ‘that of which Indra is 
the deity ’ . 

Then again, just as any factor which is incomplete without something else 
[as for example, any one member of a couple] can have no connection with 
what is connoted by a Nominal affix, — so also compounding like ‘ indrapita- 
28 
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sya' (‘drunk by Indra’) is not possible with any factor which is incomplete 
without something else; [i.e. no such form as ^ dgneya^ is possible, when the 
deity is ayni with some other deity, not Agni by itself, — in the same 
manner, the compound ‘ indrapltaaya ’ is not possible when the ‘ drinking ’ is 
done by Indra along with some other deity.] — This has been made clear under 
‘ Vyavasthd vd, etc.\ Sutra 3. 1. 27. 

Objection — “ If this is so, then this matter has been already settled 
under that adhikarana (3. 1. 27); why should it be discussed here over 
again ? ** 

Anstver — What has been discussed there is already an established fact. 

Question — “Then why is it discussed again and urged that there is 
no connection (in a compound) with the name of a deity which is incom- 
plete without something else ? ” 

Answer — In the present discussion, the Purvapaksa does not consist of 
the proposition that “there is connection with a deity'"' (i.e. ‘each one of 
the two should be regarded as the deity ’ ) — it consists of the proposition that 
there is connection with drinking [i.e. each of the two deities is the ‘ drinker ’] ; 
and the Siddhdnta consists in the proposition that ‘ in a case where the 
drinking is done by two deities^ either one of them singly cannot be regarded as 
the deity [and hence in that case the mantra ‘ IndrapUasya^ etc,' cannot be 
used]. — Thus the present adhikarana is not a repetition of what has gone 
before (under Sutra 3. 1. 27). 

[The difference is thus explained by Kurnar’da — lii the present case what 
the Purvapakein holds is that the distinguishing character expressed by the term 
‘ indrapltasya" is not the deific charactery but the character of being the drinker y 
subsisting in the Receiver of the Clift, — and that it is present in each ol the two 
deities {Indra and Agni) ; — while iho Siddhuntin answers that the actual character 
of ‘ drinker ’ cannot belong to the deities, hence what the term ‘ indrapltasya ' 
indicates is the fact of Indra being the deity (and ‘ Indra" is not the deity of what 
IS offered to Indra- Agni)- Tantruvartika — Trans., p. 1126,] 



AoHiKARAisrA ( 19 ): The mantra heginnincf with * gayatra- 
chchhandasah ’ is to he used in connection tvith the 
eating of the remnant of the Soma-offerings at 
which several metres are used. 

8UTRA (41). 

[POhvapaksa] — “Tue metre is like the Deity.” 

Bhdsya. 

In the Bhakaamanim we are discussing, there occurs the term ‘ qdyatra- 
chchhandasah ’ (Tai. Sam. 3 . 2 . 5 . 2 ). — In regard to this, there arises the ques- 
tion — Is this section of the mantra to be used at the eating of the remnant 
of only that Soma-offering at which a single metre {(hlyatrl) is used ? — Or 
is it to be used at the eating of the remnant of that also at which several 
metres are used ? 

The PuTvapaksa on this question is that ^ the, mantra ts like the Deity'* ; 
that is, just as the mantra (containing the term ‘ indrapitasya'*) is not to be 
used in a case where the Deity is Indra along with another Deity (as decided 
in the foregoing adhikarana) y — so also th(^ mantra (containing the term 
* gdyatrachchhandasah^) should not be used in a case where several metres 
have boon used ; for here also the compound ‘ gdyatrachchhamlasah ’ could 
not apply to a case whore the * chhandah^ (metro) was the * gdyatra' along 
with soma other metre'. 


SUTRA (42). 

[ SiDDHANTA ]— In ReALITY, THE MaNTRA SHOULD BE USED 
IN ALL CASES ; BECAUSE THERE IS NO CASE 
WHERE A SINCLE METRE IS USED. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the mantra should be used in the case of all offerings. — Why 
so ? — Because there is no case where a single metre is used ; — i.e. there is no 
Soma-offering at which a single metro is used, — of which the association of 
another metro could be a qualification. Consequently, the mantra in 
question should bo used in connection with the Soma-offering at which 
several metres are used. 



[Next follows the final Siddhanta on the whole question 
discussed under Sutras 27 to 42, Adhikaranas 

11 to 19]. 

80TRA (43). 

[Final Siddhanta on the whole question] — as held by 
Aitishayana, one and the same mantra should be 

USED AT THE BATING OF THE REMNANTS OF ALL 

offerings ; — because what the mantra 

CONTAINING THE TERM ‘ INDRAPTTASYA " 

REFERS TO IS THE * SaVANA ’ 

[ NOT THE * Soma’], — the 
TERM ‘pita’ being 
FI(4URATIVE. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been asserted above (under Adhikarana 17) that the eating of 
remnants of offerings not made to Indra should be done without mantras. — 
This is not right. In fact, all the eatings should be done with mantras ; 
and the mantra should bo used just as it stands in the text (without any 
modifications). — As a matter of fact, the term * indrapUa ’ refers, not to the 
Soma, but to the Savana, — as is clear from the fact that the term 
‘ indrapltasi/a ’ is in the same case (genitive) as the term ^ prdtahsavanasjja\ — 
“ But we have the genitive ending in * somnsya ’ also — True, the genitive^ 
ending is there; but that does not make the two (indrapUa and soma) 
appositional. Because the Soma (that remains) is not drunk by Indra ; — nor 
is it given to Indra \ — what has beem drunk was something else; and this 
something else has ceased to exist; and what has ceased to exist is not 
pointed out by the pronoun ‘this*, which refers to something that is 
present. — All these objections are not applicable to tlie case of the Savana ; 
the Savana is ‘ indrapUa ’ in the sense that the drinking has been done by 
Indra during that Savana; in this sense that offering also which has not 
been made to Indra becomes included under the Savana named ‘ indraplta ’, 
— and as such can be taken as spoken of by the mantra (containing the 
term ‘ indrapltasya ’ ). When it can be so taken, and it is enjoined as equally 
applicable to all, — why should the mantra not be used in all cases ? — It is in 
the figurative (indirect) sense that what is not ‘drunk by Indra’ comes to 
be spoken of as ‘ drunk by Indra*. 

Such is the opinion of the revered Teacher Aitishayana; — such also is 
our own view. The Teacher has been named, only with a view to show 
that the view was originally propounded by him. 


E'tui of Pdda ii of Adhydya III, 



DISCOURSE III 

PA DA TIT. 

Adhikarai^a (1): Properties like ‘Loudness’’ appertain to 
the entire Veda, not to the form of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Because of the Direct Assertion, the worhs 

SHOULD BE taken AS STANDING FOR THE TYPES 

Bhasya. 

[Having dealt with the use of Mantras according to the indication of their 
words, wc now procee<l to deal with their use, in accordance with Syntactical 
Connection.^ 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma we read — ‘ Uchchair-rchd kriyate, 
uchchaih sdmnd, updmshu yajttsd' (Maitra. Sam. 3. 6 5). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do the words {*rk\ 
* sdman' and ^ynjtift^) as found in this text stand for the types — * 
(Verse), * Sarn.an' (Music) and ‘ Yajus'* (Prose-passage) — [i.e. for these kinds 
of nmntras wherever found, irrespectively of the Vedie samhitd of which 
they form parti — to the Vedas — ^gveda, Sdma-Veda and Yajurveda — 
themselves [i.e. each of the Samhitds taken as a whole, composed of mantras 
in both prose and verse] ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — “ They should he 
taken as standing for the types; — why? — because of the Direct Assertion \ by 
merely hearing the words as used in the text, we understand that it is the 
type that is meant ; hence the quietness (softness) becomes connected with the 
type referred to (i.e. the yajus); and there is no word that would connect it 
with the entire Veda (Yajurveda). — Then according to this view, those 
portions of the Yajurveda which are in verse — and yet not found in the 
Rgveda — would come to be recited loudly; otherwise (if the properties 
applied to the Vedas, then all that forms part of the Yajurveda, — be it in 
verse or in prose — would have to be recited quietly, and hence one and the 
same verso (that is found in the Yajurveda as also in the Ifgveda) would 
have both the properties alternatively ; and this would mean the rejection 
of the injunction in one case [because when the common verso is read loudly ^ 
the Yajurvedic injunction is violated, and when it is read softly, the Rgvedio 
injunction is violated]. — Lastly, the Purvapaksa view is in conformity with 
the indications of the Context; otherwise, if the property (quietness, for 
instance) applied to the Veda, then, at all sacrifices, the same property of 
quietness would have to bo adopted (for which there is no justification) 
[according to the Purvapaksa, the quietness would have to be adopted only 
in connection with those Yajus, — i.e. Prose, — mantras that are used at the 
Jyotistoma], — From all this it follows that the words apply to the types.*^ 
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StJTRA (2). 

fSlDDHANTA] — I n REALITY, THE WORDS SHOULD BE TAKEN AS STAND- 
IN(i FOR THE ENTIRE ‘VEDA’; BECAUSE THEY ARE FOUND 
IN A CONTEXT DEALIN(J MOSTLY WITH THE ‘ VeDA 

Bhdsya. 

What is declared in the text should bo taken as referring to the Veda ; — 
why ? — ^ prdyadarshayidt^ [because they are found in a context dealing mostly 
with the Feda]. — “What is the * prdyadarshana' (on which the Siddhdnta is 
based) ?” — The words in question are found in a passage d(‘aling mostly with 
the Veda, — the passage starting with a reference to the VMas, and ending 
with the sentence containing the words in question this passage is as 
follows — * Prajapati alone existed at the time, — he performed austerities, — 
while he was performing austerities, the three Deities, Agni, Vclyu and 
Aditya, came out of him ; — these Deities performed austerities, — and while 
they were performing austerities, there came out from th(^rn the three 
Vedas — the Ifgceda from Agni, the Yajurveda from VCiyu, and the Sdma- 
veda from Aditya*; — starting thus, the passage concludes with the follow- 
ing words — ‘what is done with the Ifk is done loudly, —what is done 
with th(5 Sdman is done loudly, — what is done with the Yajus is done soft- 
ly’ [AJchchair-rchd kriyafe, uchchaih sdmnd, updmshu yajusd*^ — For this 
reason, we assert that the loudness and the quietness have to bo adopted 
with what are mentioned in the Context [i.o. the Vedas themselves], and 
not with the types of mantras, the (metrical) Verse (the verse set to 
music, jind the prose), — “How is this conclusion deduced ?”— Inasmuch 
as we find the words {* rk* and the| rest) in the concluding portion of the 
entire passage — which means that ‘ inasmuch as the Vedas were produced 
in this manner, they should be used with loudness, etc.’, — we conclude that 
the concluding sentence also must be taken as containing the b'rms 'rk*, 
‘ sdman ’ and ‘ yajus ’ in the sense of the three VMas ; specially as, if not so 
taken, there would be no syntacitical connection between the two portions 
of the passage, and this would make the words entirely meaningless. — From 
this it follows that the words should be taken as standing for the Vedas. 

SUTRA (3). 

Also because of indicatives. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text also which is indicative of the fact that the words * rk\ 
‘ smnan ’ and ‘ yajus ’ stand for the VMas ; this text is — ‘ (a) In the morn- 
ing, the Deity moves with rks, — (6) at mid-day, he stays by the Yajurveday — 
(c) at sunset, he is worshipped with the Sdmaveda ; — (d) so that the Sun moves 
along, never bereft of the three Vedas* (Taitti. Rra., 3. 12. 9. 1); — here the 
first three parts speak of the * rk* and the two *i^Mas* (Yajurveda and 
Samaveda), and then the fourth part — ‘ the sun moves along, never bereft 
of the three VMas’ — recapitulates the whole lot by means of the common 
word ‘ Vedas * in the plural ; which indicates that the term ‘ rk * (in the first 
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part) also is meant to stand for the VMa [as otherwise, the plural number 
would be unjustifiable, as standing for only two VMas, the Yajurveda and 
the Sdmaveda\ — From this also, wo conclude that the terms in question 
stand for the Vedas. 

SUTRA (4). 

Also, because there is a distinct injunction of property (for 

THE SAMAVEDA) ; — AND IT COULD HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH 
THE SUBSTANCE ITSELF. 

BJidsya. 

There is a distinct injunction of the property (of loudness)^ in connec- 
tion with the Sdmnn,~-iti the sentence ‘what is done with the Sdman is 
done loudly * ; — this distinct injunction would be justifiable only if it referred 
to the Veda ; if it referred to the type of ma7itra (i.e. the verses set to music), 
then, inasmuch as the loudness of the Sdma-verse would have been estab- 
lished by the mere fact of its being a Rk (the loudness whereof has already 
boon enjoined by the foregoing sentence) [as the Sdman is nothing more 
than ‘rk^ verse set to music"], — its connection with the thing ^ Sdman' 
would not need to be reiterated. [So that the distinct injunction in regard 
to the Sdman would be entirely superfluous], — From all this it follows that 
the words in question should be taken as standing for the Vedas. 

StJTRA (5). 

The name ‘TrayIvidya’ is applied to one who knows the 
THREE Vedas (‘trayI’). 

Bhdsya. 

That person is called * Traylvidya' whose learning (vidyd) consists of 
the ‘ Trayl'—i.o. one who roads the three VMas is called ‘ trayividya ’. As a 
matter of fa(!t, the term ‘ frayl ’ is well known as applying to the Rk, Sdman 
and Yajus; and it is only by reason of these three terms—* rA - ^ sdman' 
and ‘ yajus ' — standing for the three Ved<is, that the name ‘ Trayividya ' is 
applicable, — and actually applied— to the person knowing the three VMas . — 
For this reason also the words in question must stand for the VMas. 

SUTRA (6). 

[Objection] — “ In the case of verses (of the YajurvEda 
which are not found in the RovEda), the injunction 
(of ‘loudness’) could be followed literally 
[only in accordance with the PPrvapaksa 
view] ” — IF THIS BE UROED, [then the 
answer is as given in the next 
8utra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that — “ Those metrical verses of 
the Yajurveda which are not found in the BgvMa (;ould be recited with 
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loudness — only if the Purvapaksa view were accepted (by which metrical 
verses wherever found should be recited loudly) ; so that the injunction 
would be literally followed in this case.” — Now this argument has got to be 
refuted. 

This Sutra serves the purpose of stating the argument to be refuted 
[and the refutation follows in the next Sutrai]. 

SUTRA (7). 

[Answer] — It is not so; because the quality belongs to the 

WHOLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The argument that has been urged does not vitiate our position; be- 
cause as a matter of fact, the quality of * loudness ’ belongs to the entire 
l}cfveda, and the quality of * quietness* belongs to the entire Yajurveda\ 
under the circumstances, if those verses in the Yajurveda that are not found 
in the ^gvMa come to be recited quietly, there is nothing wrong in this ; 
because the quality pertains to the VMa, not to the Rk ; and the Veda does 
not come to have the two qualities (as urged by the Purvapaksin). 

SUTRA (8). 

Inasmuch as the connection of the Veda (with ‘ loudness * 
etc. is vouched for by Syntactical Connection), 

IT could not be set aside by the Context. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that it is only the Purvapaksa 
view that is in keeping with the indications of the Context. — But, as a matter 
of fact the connection of the entire Veda (with ‘ loudness’, etc.) is vouched 
for by Syntactical Connection) and if Context is set aside by Syntactical 
Connection, there is no incongruity in this. 



Adhikaraista (2) : At the ‘ Fire-laying\ the singing is to he 

done quietly. 

SUTRA (9). 

When the Primary and the Subsidiary belong to two 

DIFFERENT VeDAS, THE VeDIC CHARACTERISTIC OF THE 

Subsidiary is to be determined by that of 
THE Primary ; as the Subsidiary is 

SUBSERVIENT TO THE PRIMARY. 

Bhdsy^. 

The Fire- laying Kite has been spoken of in the text — ‘ Ya evamvidvanagni 
tnddhatte ’ (Maitra. Sam. 1. 6. 6.) ; — it is a rite enjoined in the Yajurveda ; at 
this rite, the singing of the Sdman is laid down in the text — ‘ Ya evamvidvan 
vdravanttyam gdyaii^ (Maitra. Sana. 1. 6. 7.), * Ya evmnvidvdn yajndyajniyarn 
gdyati \ — ‘ Ya evamvidiidn vdmadevyam gdyati* (Maitra. Sana. 1. 6. 7.). 

In regard to this there arises the question — This singing at the Fire- 
laying Rite — is it to be done ‘loudly’ (in accordance with the character of 
the Satnaveda, to which all Sama-singing belongs) — or ‘quietly* (in accord- 
ance with the cliaracter of the Yajurveda to which the Primary Rite of 
Fire -laying belongs) ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is that the singing is to be done 
‘loudly’ ; — why ? — because what is done through the Vdravanthya and other 
Sdniana is done through the Sdmaveda ; hence all these Sdmans are to be 
sung ‘ loudly.’ 

On this we have the following Slddhdnta — If there is a doubt as to whether 
the character of the Primary is to be altered in consideration of the charac- 
ter of the Subsidiary — or that of the Subsidiary should be altered in consi- 
deration of the character of the Primary, — the only reasonable conclusion is 
that the character of the Subsidiary is to be altered, and that of the Primary 
is to be left intact. — Why so ? — Because the Subsidiary is subservient to the 
Primary ; — that is, the Performer takes up the performance of the Subsidiary 
solely for the purpose of making the Primary complete in all its details ; if 
the performance of the Subsidiary brings about any defect in the character of 
the Primary, then nothing is gained by the performance of that Subsidiary, 
(since the main purpose of making the Primary complete in all details fails 
entirely). On the other hand, with a view to accomplish the details of the 
Primary, if the Performer undertakes the Subsidiary, and (in this perform- 
ance) drops a characteristic of that Subsidiary, — then no harm is done to his 
main purpose ; because the main purpose of his undertaking the Subsidiary 
does not lie in making the Subsidiary complete in all its details. — The singing 
of the Sdmans is after all a Subsidiary to the Fire-laying Rite, which is the 
Primary, This Fire-laying Rite belongs to the Yajurveda ; — hence its cha- 
racteristic feature is ‘ quietness ’, — which characteristic sets aside ‘ loudness ’ 
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which is the characteristic of the Sdmaveda (to which the Sdma- singing 
belongs). — From all this it follows that the Sdnians (at the Fire-laying 
Rite) are to be sung ‘ quietly*. 

[Kumarila has proposed a somewhat different presentation of the adhikarana : — 
He puts the question in the form — In a case where a thing (e.g. Soma-singing) has its 
origin in one Veda (the Sdma-V^da), but its application or use is laid down in 
another Veda (the Y ajurvHa)^ should that thing be equipped with the properties 
peculiar to the former Veda, or with those of the latter 1 -TYiQPurvapakaa — “ Inas- 
much as the origination of a thing always j^recedes its application, the properties 
adopted should bo those of the Veda in which the thing has its origin.” — The Sid- 
dhanta—The properties should be those of that Veda which lays down its application, 
— (1) because the origination of a thing is only for the sake of the uses to which it 
may be applied, — (2) because it is only when the thing in question — i.e. the Sama- 
singing — is applied to actual use, that it stands in need of some tone {loud or quiet) 
to be applied to it ; and hence the tones enjoined in the texts ‘ Uchchaih rchd etc.* are 
those that can be perceived only at the time of application^ not at the time of origin- 
ation \ as at the latter time it is not in use at all. -There are three other forms 
proposed for this Adhikarana. See Tantravurlika —Trans., pp. J 150-1 151.] 



Adhikaeaija (3) : The Jyotistoma belongs to the 
Yajurveda. 

SUTRA (10). 

If an action is laid down in two VfiDAS, IT IS TO BE 
TAKEN AS BELONGING TO THAT IN WHICH MOST OF ITS 
CONSTITUENT DETAILS ABE FOUND. 

Bhdsya. 

The Jyotistoma sacrifice is laid down in the Yajurveda, in the text — 
Jyolistomena svargakCimo yajeta"* (‘One desiring heaven should perform 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’) ; — there is a similar injunction of it in the Sdma- 
1 ’eda also. As a rule, when an action has been laid down in one text, the 
mention of it in anothi'r text can only be for the purpose of laying down 
accessory dc'tails relating to it. 

In regard to this, therefore, arises the question — Is the injunction in 
the Yajurveda to be taken as serving the purpose of laying down the actual 
pc^rforrnance of the sacrifice, — and that in the Sdyna-VMa to be taken as 
serving the purpose of laying down accessory details relating to it ? Or is it 
the other way about ? — [Tliis enquiry is necessary, as] the performance will 
take up the characteristics of that Veda whoso text is taken as laying down 
the performance. 

The Purvapahsa view on this question is that “ it cannot be definitely 
ascertained whether it is tho Sdmaveda-text or the Y ajurveda-text that is to 
be regarded as laying down the performance, — as we do not find any deter- 
mining factor in the case.” 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The question should be 
determined by the fact of one or the other Veda providing the larger number 
of details of the sacrifice in question ; so that the text of that Veda should 
be regarded as laying down the performance of the sacrifice which provides 
the larger number of the sacrificial details. As a matter of fact, when a 
Veda lays down the performance of a sacrifice, it is there that there arises 
the need for information regarding the details of its procedure ; and an in- 
junction of these details of procedure has its right place only where such in- 
formation is needed ; — wherever the larger number of sacrificial details are 
laid down, that is what constitutes the ‘ Procedure ’ ; — so that it is on the basis 
of this principle (of tho laying down of the larger number of sacrificial details) 
that we shall determine by inference which particular text is to be regarded 
as the injunction of the performance. — In a case where many persons re- 
sembling the king are seated, we infer that one to be the king who has a white 
umbrella (over his head) and chowries (on his two sides), — even though he may 
not be actually pointed out as the King ; — in this same manner, when we find 
that it is the Yajurvedadext which lays down the larger number of sacrificial 
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details of the Jyotiatoma , — which fact is a sign of its being the injunction of 
its performance, — we conclude that this text is the injunction of the per- 
formance. 

From this it follows that the performance of the Jyotistoma should be 
done * quietly ’ ; as it is by the Yajurveda that the sacrifice is enjoined, and 
hence it is by means of that Veda that the sacrifice is performed ; — and 
what is not enjoined cannot be performed. 


[Kumarila is not satisfied with this explanation of the Siitra. He explains the 
meaning of the i^utra to be as follows : — ‘ That action which is mentioned in two 
Vedas should have its appellation determined by the mention of a larger number, — 
i.e. the whole — of its constituent details, which may be capable of supplying all its 
requirements’, Tantravartika — Trans., p. 1154.] 



Adhikarai^a (4) : The ‘ Context ’ Ls indicative of the 
connection of subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (11). 

That which is not connected (otherwise) becomes connected 
THROUGH Context ; because details of Procedure are 
ALWAYS wanted. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) Direct Assertion, (h) Indicative Power, and (c) Syntactical Connection, 
— these three means of determining the connection of subsidiaries have been 
duly described (in the foregoing Adhikaranas) : (a) The Direct Assertion — 
‘ Aindryd gdrhapatyam upatisfhate^ (Maitra-Sarh. 3. 2. 4) — has been found 
to determine, through the Accusative ending (in * gdrhapatyam*), the use 
of the mantra (under Su. 3. 2. 3); — (6) Indicative Power, which consists in 
the force of words contained in the mantra, has been found to determine the 
application of the mantra ‘ Varhirdevasadatmm dumi' 1. 1. 2] 

(under Su. 3. 2. 1); — (c) Syntactical Connectioyihsi,H been shown to determine 
the connection of subsidiaries (under Su. 3. 1. 12) as in the case of * arunayd 
krlndli \ Tai. Sarh. 6. 1. C. 7]. 

Now there arises the question — Are these the only means of determin- 
ing the use of mantraf* ? — The answer is — No. — What then is the other 
means ? 

It is with this question that the present investigation starts ; just as in 
the case of such questions as — What is the name of this river ? — What is the 
name of this mountain ? — What fruit is this ? 

The answer to the said question is provided l^y the Sutra — That which 
is not connected {otherwise) becomes connected through Context, because details 
of procedure are always wanted. That is to say, that which is not connected 
(with any act), through either Direct Assertion, or Indicative Power, or 
Syntactical Connection, — becomes connected through Context, — because details 
of procedure are always wanted ; that is, when a certain statement (injunction 
of action) is found to stand in need for the statement of the details of 
procedure (of the action enjoined), — and in close proximity to it is found a 
statement which is capable of supplying this need, — then this latter state- 
ment becomes syntactically connected with the aforesaid injunctive sen- 
tence ; and hence that procedure comes to be adopted at the action 
enjoined. 

“ What is the example for such connection ? — What too is the purpose 
served by this enquiry ?” 

In connection with the £)arsAapi/rnatwasa -sacrifice, we read — * Samidho 
yajati, tanunapdtam yajati, ido yajati, varhir yajati, svdhdkdram yajati ’ (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 6. 1. 1); and through the force of Context, all these acts (sacrifices) 
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come to be performed in connection with the Darahapurnamdsa- sacrifice , — not 
with either the Agnihotra or the Jyotistonm. 

[So long as the continuity of the details of procedure relating to the Primary 
Action has not been broken, — whatever other action happens to be mentioned, 
without the mention of a distinct result, is to be taken as an auxiliary of the said 
Primary ; — and this conclusion is based upon the force of the Context, — Tantravartika 
— Trans., p. 1156.] 



Adhikaraista (5) : The connection of subsidiaries indicated 
by the Order of Sequence, 

SUTRA (12). 

Thk Okdkh of Sequence also (determines the connection 

OF SUBSIDIARIES), ON THE (IROUNT) OF THE SAMENESS 
OF PLACE. 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ Are these [Direct Assertion, Indicative Power, Syntactical 
Connection and Context] then the only means of determining the connection 
of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer — No. 

Question — “ What else then ? ” 

Answer — The Order of Sequence also^ on the qround of the sameness of 
place. When one sot of actions and another set of accessories are laid down 
in a definite order of sequence, — then there is inferred a sort of mutual 
need between the action mentioned in one place in the series of actions, 
and the accessory mentioned in the same place in the series of accessories ; 
and when this need is there, the two become syntacticalJy connected ; — 
consequently th(' accessory in question is used at the action in question. 

“Where is there an instance of such use? What too is the use of 
this enquiry ? ” 

A set of throe sacrifices is mentioned in a definite ordc^r of sequence 
[( 1) Agniya — , (2) Updmshuydja — , (.‘1) Agnlsoniiya'] ; among the three mantras 
mentioned, the mantra mentioned in the same place (i.e, the second) as the 
Updmshuydja is * Dabdhirndmdsi, etc.’ (Taiiti. Sam. 1. 6. 11. 6; See Mdnava 
Shrauiasutra, 1. 4. 2. 4) [the first mantra being ‘ Agneraham dlvayajyayd^ 
etc.\ and the third, * Agnisomlyayoraham, — a mutual need thus being 

inferred between the second sacrifice and the second inantra, the two are 
syntactically connected and the mantra comes to be used accordingly. 

Similarly, there is the Aindrdgna sacrifice laid down as to be performed 
by one whose kith and kin have been ruined and one who has enemies 
[Maitra-Sarh. 2. 1. 1] ; in connection with this there are two Ydjydnu^ 
vdkyds laid down, both related to Indra-Agni — first, * Indrdgni rochand 
divah' * Pravarsanihhyah' (cf. Maitra-Saih. 4. 10. 4), — and second, * Indrdgnl 
navatim purah Shnathadvrtram ’ (Maitra-Saih. 4. 10. 5) ; — the use of these 
mantras at the Aindrdgna sacrifice having been already indicated by the 
Indicative Power of the words of the mantras themselves, — it is through 
the order in which the t^wo ynantras occur in the text that we get at the 
particulars of their use, to the effect that the first mantra is to be used 
at the first Aindrdgna sacrifice and the second mantra at the second Ain- 
drdgna sacrifice. 

These are the examples; and this also makes clear the use of the 
Adhikarana. 



Adhikaraivia (6) : The connection of subsidiaries 
determined by ^ Name \ 

SUTRA (13). 

‘ Name ’ also (determines the connection) ; because it is for 

THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

QttesHon — “ Are the aforesaid the only means for determining the 
connection of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer — No ; Name also is a means of determining the same. 

Qvsstion — *‘How can Name be the means of determining the connection 
of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer — A Name is applied to things only on the basis of some connec- 
tion or relationship; for instance, in ordinary parlance the name ‘cooker’ 
is applied to one who is connected with the action of cooking, and the 
name ‘chopper’ is applied to one who is connected with the act of chop- 
ping. — Similarly in the Veda also, when we find a term expressing connection 
with things eternal, we have the cognition of that connection. 

Qiiestion — “ What instance is there of this ? What too is the use of 
this investigation ? ” 

Answer — Those acts that are found to be named as ‘ Adhvaryava ’ should 
be performed by the Adhvaryu priest, — and those named as ‘ Hautra ’, by 
the Hotr priest, — This is. the instance of the connection of things being 
indicated by Name ; and the purpose also served by this is that we get at 
the said conclusion regarding the performance of the acts. 



AoHiKAEAiiTA (7) ; Among the six means of determining the 
connection of subsidiaries — ‘ Direct Assertion', ‘ Indicative 
Power ’ and the rest, — that which precedes is more 
authoritative than that which follows. 

SUTRA (14). 

Amono ‘Direct Assertion’, ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Syntactical 
Connection’, ‘Context’, ‘Place’ and ‘Name’, — that 
which follows is weaker than that which 

PBKCEDES ; — BECAUSE IT IS MORE REMOTE 
FROM THE FINAU OBJECTIVE. 

Bhasya, 

The means of determining the connection of subsidiaries — * Direct Asser- 
tion % ‘ Indicative Power ‘ Syntactical Connection ‘ Context *, * Place * and 
‘ Name * — have been described. — Now arises the question — Which of these is 
to be regarded as most authoritative in a case where they are all applicable 
(but in conflict with one another) ? As a matter of fact, one sentence can 
have only one meaning; so that no one thing can be taken as connected 
with two things at one and the same time ; consequently there is likely to be 
a conflict between any two of the said six means. 


(A) — ‘ Direct Assertion^ more, authoritative than ' Indicutive Power \ 

(1) The first question therefore that has to be considered is — Between 
‘Direct Assertion’ and ‘Indicative Power’, which is to bo regarded as the 
more authoritative ? — “ Which is the particular instance where there is such 
a conflict ? ” — In regard to the Injunction ‘ Aindryd garhapatyam upatisthate ’ 
(‘ With the A indrl verse, one should worship the Gdrhapatya Fire * Maitra- 
Sam. 3. 2. 4), — there is the question as to whether the ‘worshipping 
with the A indrl verse’ may be done of Indra or of the Gdrhapatya Fire (as 
one may choose) — or is it to bo done of the Gdrhapatya Fire only ? — If the 
two means {Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) are of equal autho- 
rity, then there would be option (one may do the ‘ worshipping ’ either 
of Indra or of the Gdrhapatya Fire) if however Direct Assertion is more 
authoritative, then the ‘ worshipping ’ should be done of the Gdrhapatya 
Fire only. — “ In this case what is the Direct Assertion and what the Indi- 
cative Power ? ” — The Direct Assertion consists in the presence of the 
term * gdrhapatya' itself in the Injunction [whereby the worshipping should 
be done of the Gdrhapatya Fire only] ; and Indicative Power consists in the 
presence of the term ‘ indra * in the Aindrl verse itself, which reads as 
* Kadd cha na starirasi nendra sashchasi ddsvse (Mai. -Sam. 1. 3. 26; Taitti. 
Sam. 1. 6. 8. 4; Rgveda, 8. 61. 7),— this term ^ indra^ having the power of 
29 
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indicating the deity Indra (to whom the worshipping would be done with 
the mantra). 

Question — “ What is a ‘ sentence * ? *’ 

Answer — When a number of words combine to express an idea, they 
constitute a sentence. 

Objection — “If that is so, then the injunction, * Aindryd gdrhapatya- 
mupatisthate * is a sentence, and so also is the mantra, ‘ Kadd cha na starirasi, 
etc' ; as in both these a number of words combine to express an idea. Such 
being the case, the instance cited is one of conflict between one Sentence 
(Syntactical Connection) and another Sentence (Syntactical Connection), not 
between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, — Or, the discrimination may 
be made among all these three — Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and Syn- 
tactical Connection, — it being determined that such is the difference between 
Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connectioyi, and such between Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection,^' 

Answer — Indicative Power is the power or capacity of a word to denote 
a certain thing; — while Direct Assertion consists in the expression of that 
meaning which is understood on the mere hearing of the word ; this being 
called * Shruti *, i.e. Hearing. — It has already been explained that when several 
words express a single idea, they constitute a * sentence Now as a matter of 
fact, all these three contingencies are present, either collectively or sev- 
erally, in all sentences. — In the case in question, however, the idea that 

* Indra is to be worshipped with the mantra ‘ Kadd cha na starirasi, etc,' is not 
got at on the mere hearing of any word; — nor is there any word which, 
uttered in proximity to another word, could supply this idea; — all that 
happens is that in the mantra the term * indra ' is present, which has the 
power to indicate a certain deity, by the denoting of which a useful purpose 
is served ; — viz. that the idea is provided that in the ‘ worshipping * of the 
deity Indra, the term • indra ' should be used, — as also the other words (of 
the mantra) that are syntactically connected with that term ; — on the other 
hand, there is no word in this mantra which has the power to indicate the 
Gdrhapatya Fire as the deity to be ‘ worshipped ’ ; in fact the idea that the 
Cdrhapatya Fire is to be worshipped we obtain from directly hearing the 
term ‘ gdrhapatya ' itself (in the injunction ‘ Aindryd gdrhapatyamupatisthate ' ), 
— not from the Indicative Power (of any word). — Thus then, it comes to this : 
If Indicative Power is more authoritative than Direct Assertion, then Indra 
should be worshipped with the mantra; whereas if Direct Assertion (of 
gdrhapatya) is more authoritative than Indicative Power, then the Gdrha- 
patya Fire should be worshipped with the mantra. 

Objection — “ If such is the case then the comparison to be instituted in 
this instance is between Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection (Sen- 
tence), — not between Indicative Power and Direct Assertion. Because Indra is 
to be taken as to be worshipped, on the strength of the power of the term 

* indra' to indicate the particular deity, Indra, — in the event of Indicative 
Power being more authoritative ; — if, on the other hand, Syntactical Connec- 
tion (Sentence) is the more authoritative, then Gdrhapatya Fire is to be 
worshipped ; as this is what is expressed by the injunction ‘ Aindryd gdrha- 
patyamupatipthate' , which is a sentence," 
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Answe,T — It is not so ; even though the injunction (^Aindryd gdrhapatyam 
upatiathatV) is a sentence, yet it also contains a Direct Assertion ; and what 
is actually contradicted by Indicative Power is this Direct Assertion, not the 
sentence, — “ How so ? ” — Even if Indicative Power were the more authori- 
tative, the meaning indicated by it (that ‘Indra should be worshipped*), 
could be got at only through the said term * indra' being syntactically con- 
nected with the word ‘ gdrhapatyam ’ (in the Injunction) ; if it were not so syn- 
tactically connected with the term ‘ gdrhapatyam \ then tAe idea expressed by 
this term would be incompatible with the said Indicative Power ; so that if 
the Indicative Power is the more authoritative, then, what is expressed by 
the term ‘ gdrhapatya ’ will have to be rejected ; as this would have no con- 
nection with the act of ‘worshipping’ ; and in that case the term * gdrha- 
patya* would have to be taken as (somehow) denoting the deity Indra itself, 
or proximity to the Fire [the meaning being that ‘ with the Aindrl verse one 
should worship Indra near the Gdrhapatya Pire^\ — If, on the other hand. 
Direct Assertion were the more authoritative, then the idea of * worshipping 
Indra\ which is expressed by Indicative Power, would be set aside. — Thus 
then, the instance cited is one really of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, not between Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 
Or [we may put the case differently] — The idea of Indra or Gdrhapatya 
being the deity to be worshipped is not obtained through the Syntactical 
Connection (of the term ‘ Indra ^ or ‘ Gdrhapatya^); in fact, the idea of Indra 
being the deity to be worshipped is deduced from the fact of the Mantra 
containing the term ‘ indra \ — and the idea of the Gdrhapatya Fire being the 
deity to be worshipped is obtained from hearing the Accusative ending (in 
* gdrhapatyam'), — Thus also the conflict is between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power. 


Now then (on this question of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power), we have the following Purvapaksa — “ Both these (Direct 
Assertion and Indicative Power) are of equal authority; — why? — ^because 
this and that — i.e. Direct Assertion and Indicative Power — are the means of de- 
termining the connection of subsidiaries ; — between one cognition and another, 
there is no difference in form, — as that this has a form like that of an ephe- 
meral thing and that has a form like that of a lasting thing. — ‘ But as a 
matter of fact, the form of Indicative Power is like that of an ephemeral 
thing, inasmuch as the cognition obtained from it is always doubtful, while 
that obtained from Direct Assertion is certain.’ — ^This is not right ; because 
if the cognition derived from Indicative Power were doubtful, then there 
could be no conflict or comparison between Indicative Power and Direct Asser- 
tion, In fact, it is because the cognition derived from Indicative Power is 
certain that it can be treated as an alternative to Direct Assertion, — ‘ But, 
as a matter of fact, the cognition derived from Indicative Power is never free 
from doubt.’ — It is not so; because in that case Indicative Power could 
not be a valid means of cognition at all. — ‘ It imay not be a valid means of 
cognition ; but in regard to things cognised by means of Indicative Power 
there is always a doubt (as to its being true or otherwise). Or, we may 
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go further ; the cognition derived from Indicative Cognition is not even 
doubtful ; it is entirely invalid, wrong. For all that is learnt from Indica- 
live Power is that such and such a word has the power to accomplish such 
and such a purpose ; and when on© thing is capable of accomplishing a cer- 
tain thing, it is not necessary that it should accomplish it only when there 
is no verbal declaration to that effect. Hence we conclude that Indicative 
Power is not a means of determining the connection of subsidiaries.’ — Our 
answer to this is as follows : — When a thing is spoken in proximity to a cer- 
tain thing in a context dealing with this latter, — then the former is regard- 
ed as a means of accomplishing the latter ; — and when the question arises 
as to how it will help in the accomplishment of that thing, — we obtain 
definite information regarding it from the Power or capacity of the thing, — 
i.e. the thing will be useful for the purpose to the extent that it may be 
capable of doing. It is thus that Indicative Power comes to be a valid 
means of determining the use of things. — Nor is there any ground for discri- 
minating between the validity (and authority) of Indicative Power and that 
of Direct Assertion (whereby we could reject the authority of one or the 
other). — Hence it follows that these two means {Direct Assertion and Indi- 
cative Power) are of equal authority ; so that on the strength of Indicative 
Power^ the mantra ‘ Kadd cha na starirasi, etc.,’ is to be used in worshipp- 
ing Indray and on the strength of Direct Assertiony it is to be used in wor- 
shipping the Odrhapatya Fire. — Further, w© accept this conclusion (viz. 
that the two courses are optional) on the ground that there is no incom- 
patibility between the two alternatives. Even in a case where one reason 
is stronger than the other, it sets aside this latter only when there is 
an incompatibility between the two, — not when there is no incompatibility. 
And there is no incompatibility in the conclusion that ‘ with the mantra in 
question on© should worship Indra or the Gdrhapatya Fire\ — ‘ There is cer- 
tainly this incompatibility (or incongruity) in this conclusion that while 
only one act of worshipping has been enjoined, the act is don© more than 
once (once of Indra and then of Gdrhapatya) \ — But subsidiary acts are al- 
ways repeated along with each of the several primaries, — so that the 
act of worshipping is repeated only with reference to the different deities to 
be worshipped ; and this is quite logical, there is no incongruity in it. — ‘ Well, 
then, there is this incongruity ; when the mantra is used in worshipping the 
Gdrhapatya Fire, the term ‘ indra ’ (contained in the mantra) would be taken 
as denoting the FirCy and it would stand in need of some quality or function 
(establishing the similarity of the Fire to the deity Indra) ; — and when it is 
used in worshipping Indray the term ‘ indra ’ would denote the deity Indra , 
independently by itself ; and as between the indirect and direct significa- 
tion, the direct on© is to be accepted.’ — It is not so, we reply. The direct 
meaning is to set aside the indirect meaning only when there is an incom- 
patibility betwoeni the two ; in the present case, there is no incompatibili- 
ty; because there would be incompatibility only if the two meanings were 
expressed at on© and the same time ; as a matter of fact, however, the term 
‘ indra ’ is taken as denoting the Fire at one act (where the worshipping is 
don© of the Gdrhapatya Fire), while it is taken as denoting the deity Indra 
at an entirely di^erent act (where the worshipping is don© of Indra ). — 
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From all this it follows that the two — Direct Assertion and Indicative 
Power — are of equal authority.” 

In reply to the above Purvapaksaj we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
Between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, Direct Assertion is the more 
authoritative. — Why ? — Because of remoteness from the final objective, — 
“ What is this remoteness from the objective ? ” — It is remoteness — ‘ viprkarsa ’ 
— of the objective, * artha ’ ? — “ What is this objective, ‘ artha ’ ? ” — It is what is 
expressed by the Vedic text directly. For instance, in the case in question 
the idea that ‘ one should worship the Gdrhapatya Fire" is what is express- 
ed most proximately by the Direct Assertion (contained in the injunction 
‘ Aindryd gdrhapatyam upatisfhate ’), — while the idea that ‘ Indra should be 
worshipped ’ is very much ‘ remoter " ; that is, the idea that ‘Indra should be 
worshipped with the mantra, Kadd cha na starlrasi, etc.’ is not directly ex- 
pressed by any Vedic text ; even though the mantra contains a word 
capable of denoting Indra, since there is no assertion regarding the use of 
the mantra in worshipping that Indra, it is understood that Indra is not to 
be worshipped with the mantra. 

Opponent — “ It has already been explained that, inasmuch as the 
mantra occurs in the Context of a particular sacrifice, it is regarded as an 
accessory of that sacrifice ; — and on the strength of its Indicative Power, it 
is taken as to be used in the worshipping of Indra,"" 

Answer — It is not so ; it has already been declared above that — ‘ inas- 
much as Dharrna is based upon the Veda, what is not Veda should be dis- 
regarded ’ (Sutra 1. 3. 1). — As a matter of fact, both of what have been cited 
— Context and Indicative Power — are not Veda ; — and in the matter of things 
beyond the range of Sense-perception, there is no means of cognition avail- 
able except the Veda, It is for this reason that we hold that Indicative 
Power is very remote from the objective of Direct Assertion, 

Objection — “If such is the case (and Indicative Power, being not 
Veda, is no authority in super-sensuous matters), then. Indicative Power 
could never be a means of determining anything, even where there is no 
Direct Assertion to the contrary ; so that it comes to this that there is no 
truth in the assertion that ‘ Indicative Power is a means (of determining the 
connection of subsidiaries) ’ ; and in that case how could there be any con- 
flict between Indicative Power and Direct Assertion ? For all these reasons we 
assert that there is no ground for instituting any comparison between the 
authority of Indicative Power and that of Direct Assertion,"" 

Reply — When a certain act mentioned in a context stands in need of the 
mention of its details of procedure, and a mantra is found in close proximity 
to it, — the mantra, by the force of its presence in the text, comes to be syn- 
tactically connected with the words speaking of the act, — and this gives 
rise to the idea that ‘ one should perform the act of sacrifice with this man- 
ira " ; — that is to say — ‘ when one is seeking to obtain the desired result by 
means of the sacrifice, one should help the performance of the sacrifice with 
this mantra". Now, in the case in question, the mantra concerned (‘Kadd 
cha na starlrasi, etc.’) cannot help the sacrifice except by indicating the deity 
Indra ; it is thus that we come to the conclusion that ‘ Indra should be 
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taken as indicated by the mantra \ — This idea is thus one that is based upon 
fche Vedic Text (Direct Assertion) itself. 

Objection — ** If the idea is based upon Direct Assertion^ it cannot be 
set aside by any other Direct Assertion ; so that either Indicative Povjer 
should not be regarded as authoritative or it should be treated as optional 
with (equal in authority to) Direct Assertion^ 

We assert that it is neither to be regarded as devoid of authority nor 
to be treated as optional with Direct Assertion, — How so ? — It has been ex- 
plained that the idea (derived from Indicative Power) is based upon Direct 
Assertion; hence it cannot be totally devoid of authority; — and yet, there 
is a remoteness from the objective, inasmuch as the idea that * Indra should 
be worshipped with this mantra ’ is derived from Direct Assertion indirectly, 
through the inference of a syntactical connection (between the mantra and 
the injunction of the sacrifice) and of a power (in the mantra) of indicat- 
ing (the deity, Indra) ; — while the idea that ‘ the Gdrhapatya Fire is to be 
worshipped with this mantra * is obtained directly from the Direct Assertion 
in the text ‘ with the Aindrl mantra one should worship the Gdrhapatya 
Fire\ — (In the case of Indicative Power) thus, in the first place, there is to 
be a recognition of the Indicative Power itself, and then by the force of this 
power, the particular idea becomes indicated ; — now all this cannot be 
possible when the idea (to be thus got at) is one that is contrary to the 
Direct Assertion which clearly declares that • the Gdrhapatya Fire is to be 
worshipped with this mantra \ and from which we already obtain the idea 
as to the manner in which the mantra is to help the sacrifice ; — when this 
idea has been already obtained (from Direct Assertion), there is no justifica- 
tion for the assumption that the idea of Indra being worshipped with the 
mantra is derived from Syntactical Connection and Context, which (in face of 
the Direct Assertion) could not acquire the capacity to provide any such 
idea. 

From all this it follows that by reason of its ‘ remoteness from the 
objective’, Indicative Power is set aside by Direct Assertion, 

This same conclusion is to be accepted also on the ground that it is not 
right to admit of an Option (as suggested in the Purvapaksa). As a matter of 
fact, it is not right to admit an Option; because when an option is admitted, 
it means that in one alternative something that is directly enjoined is to be 
rejected ; for instance, in the case in question, the idea that * the Gdrhapatya 
Fire is to bo worshipped with the Aindrl mantra ’ having been directly express- 
ed by the Text as unalterable (eternal), — if we accept the negation of this 
idea (when we accept the other alternative of Indra being worshipped, as 
indicated by Indicative Power), — it means the rejection of what has been 
directly asserted by the Veda, and the acceptance of what is not so asserted ; 
— and the acceptance of what is not asserted is as open to objection as 
the rejection of what is asserted ; because in both cases, a well -ascertained 
idea is rejected. — Thus then, on account of the fact that it is not right to 
admit an Option, we conclude that between Direct Assertion and Indicative 
Power, Direct Assertion is the more authoritative. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksa) that the rejection (of Indicative 
Power by Direct Assertion) could be right only if there were a conflict be- 
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tween the two, and in the case in question, there is no conflict. — As a 
matter of fact, however, there is actual conflict ; as the Vedic text could be 
taken as expressive of the idea that ‘ Indra should be worshipped * only on 
the basis of Syntactical Connection and ConteM, which (in face of the Direct 
Assertion to the contrary) have not acquired the capacity of providing such 
an idea ; — no such idea can be expressed by any such Syntactical Connection 
and Context as have acquired the requisite capacity (frorh Direct Assertion) ; 
nor is it possible for Syntactical Connection and Context to be regarded, at one 
and tlie same time, as having acquired the requisite capacity and also as 
having not acquired the requisite capax3ity. — Thus there is a real conflict ; and 
when there is conflict, between the two. Direct Asserlioyi is more authoritative 
than Indicative Power, 

(13) ‘ Indicative Power* is more authoritative than ‘ Syntactical 
Connection*. 

Question — “What is the example of conflict between Indicatii^e Poiver 
and Syntactical Connection ? ” 

Answer — There is a mantra ‘ (a) Syonante sadanam krnomi qhrtasya 
dhdrayd sushevam kalpaydmi — (6) tnsynln slddmrte pratitistha vrihiruim mMha 
sumanasyamdn/ih * [(a) * O Cake, I am preparing a pleasant seat for thee and am 
making it comfortable with a stream of butter ; — (6) O essence of corns, with 
mind at ease, please sit and remain steady on this seat’] (Taitti, Bra. 
3. 7. 6. 2-3 ; see Mana. Shrau. Su. 1. 2, 6. 19). — In regard to this mantra there 
arises the following question : — Is the entire mantra to be used at the 
preparing of the seat and the placing of the Cake ? Or the portion (a) ending 
with * kalpaydmi * is to be used at the preparing of the seat (by spreading 
Kusha grass), and the portion (6) beginning with ‘ tasmin stda * at the 
placing of the Cake ? The point to consider is that, if Syntactical Connection 
has a higher authority thap Indicative Power, then the entire mantra is 
to be used at both the acts. — “ How so ? ” — The phrase * tasmin sida * is 
grammatically dependent upon the sentence ending with the words ‘ sushe- 
vam kalpaydmi** and hence becomes syntactically connected with that prece- 
ding sentence, the construction being — ‘ yat kalpaydmi tasmin slda ’ 
['Please sit on what I am preparing’]. — If, on the other hand, Indicative 
Power has the higher authority, then the portion (a) ending with * kalpa- 
ydmi * should be used at the preparing of the seat, — because the sentence 
‘ syonante sadanam krnomi * [‘I am preparing a seat for thee ’] is sufficient 
to indicate the act of preparing the seat, — and the portion (6) beginning 
with ‘ tasmin slda ’ is sufficient to indicate the placing of the Cake, and hence 
this latter portion should bo used at the placing of the Cake. 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ Both these 
means (Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection) are of equal strength 
(authority) ; because, as a matter of fact. Indicative Power is not held to be 
superior (in authority) to Syntactical Connection, in the same way that 
Direct Assertion has been held to be to Indicative Power, — Or (we may go 
even further), it is Syntactical Connection that is superior to Indicative Power, 
— * Why ? ’ — Because Indicative Power is what is set aside by Direct Assertion, 
and what is really authoritative can never be set aside ; hence we conclude 
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that Indicative Power is something ephemeral (and not possessed of any 
lasting authority) ; because what is set aside by one is liable to be set aside 
by another also.” 

Against this Purvapaksa we have the (oWowing Siddhdnta ; — Between In- 
dicative Power and Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power is possessed of 
higher authority ; — why ? — because of the remoteness of the objective, — “What 
is* the remoteness of the objective ' in this case ? ” — Inasmuch as the mantra 
occurs in proximity to the Darshapunmmdsa sacrifice with which the Con- 
text deals, we conclude that it is subsidiary to that sacrifice ; — now as regards 
the portion (6) of the mantra beginning with the words * tasmin sida it has 
the power to indicate the act of placing the Cake ; hence when it comes to be 
used at this act of placing the Cake, the presence of the mantra becomes justi- 
fied and the purpose of its indication becomes fulfilled. There is, on the other 
hand, no authority whereby this portion of the mantra could be used also at 
the preparing of the seat, — Similarly, the other portion (a) of the mantra — 

* Syonante sadanam krnomi, etc."* — is regarded as subsidiary to the Darsha- 
purnamdsa on the ground of its occurring in the Context of that sacrifice, — and 
when, on the basis of its indicative power, it comes to be used at 
the preparing of the seat, it has its purpose fulfilled, and lienee cannot 
bo used at the placing of the Cake, specially as there can ho no useful purpose 
served by its being used at this act oiplaclng, — Then again, the portion (b) be- 
ginning with * tasmin sida ’ has no * power ’ (or capacity) to be used at the pre- 
paring of the seat ; nor has the portion (a) beginning with * syonante ’ the 

* power ’ to be used at the placing of the Cake. — What may be possible is that 
the second portion (6) may acquire the * power ’ to be used at the preparing 
o/ after becoming syntactically connected with the first portion (a), — 
and the first portion (a) may acquire the * power ’ to be used at the placipg 
of the Cake after becoming syntactically connected with the second portion ; 
— and neither of the two portions, by itself, has the said power ; — this is the 

* remoteness of the objective ’ (in the event of Syntactical Connection being 
taken as the determining factor in the case in question). 

Further, the inherent (direct) ‘power’ that the portion (a) — ^Syonante, 
etc. ’ — possesses of indicating the act of preparing the seat is primary; — while 
the ‘power’ (to indicate the act of preparing the seat) which the second 
portion (6) — * Tasmin sida, etc.' — acquires bj^ becoming syntactically connect- 
ed with the first portion is only secondary. Thus then, the use of the first 
portion of the mantra at the preparing of the seat becomes declared directly 
by the indicative power inherent in the mantra itself, and hence the meaning 
of the Direct Assertion (Vedic) is in close proximity to the Indicative Power \ 
— on the other hand, in the case of a similar use (at the act of preparing the 
seat) of the second portion of the Mantra, the requisite meaning of the Direct 
Assertion could be got at only indirectly, after its power * to indicate ’ that 
act had been brought into existence (by its becoming syntactically connected 
with the first portion) ; — so that in this case, the meaning of Direct Assertion 
becomes intervened by Indicative Power (whose functioning is necessary before 
the required meaning is obtained through Syntactical Connection) and hence, 
to that extent, it is * remote ’. — Similarly, in the case of the act of placing 
the Cake, its connection with the second portion is proximate (direct), while 
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that with the first portion is intervened by Indicative Power (whose func- 
tioning is necessary before the required meaning can be obtained from Syn- 
tactical Connection). — ^From all this it follows that between Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power is possessed of higher 
authority ; hence, even though the first portion of the mantra, — ‘ Syonante, 
etc.’ — is needed (syntactically) by the second portion, — and as such might 
be used at the placing of the Cakes — yet, what should be done is that the 
sentence should be split up and the first portion used only at the preparing 
of the seat, — and the second portion. — < Tasmin slda, etc.’ — only at the 
placing of the Cake. 

Objection — “ The words of the first portion of the mantra— Syonante, 
etc." — possess the ‘ power ’ of becoming syntactically connected with the sec- 
ond portion, exactly as they possess the ‘power’ of indicating the act of 
preparing the seat; — and it is only power that is called ^ Liiign", Indicative 
Power. So that when the sentence is split up (in the manner just explained), 
what becomes set aside is an Indicative Power itself (and not Syntactical 
Connection). ” 

Answer — True; this (what is set aside) also is an ‘ Indicative Power * ; 
but even though it is Indicative Power, if it is of the nature described, it is 
one that is ‘ remote ’ from the objective, — in the sense that (1) first of all, the 
Indicative Power brings about Syntactical Connection, — (2) th(*n the mantra 
attains the ‘ power’ to indicate,— and then (3) the meaning of Direct Asser- 
tion (to the c^ffect that * the first portion of the mantra should be used at the 
placing of the Cake); — it is in this sense that there is ‘remoteness of the 
objective’ ; and it is this ^remoteness" that is the ground for the Indicative 
Power being set aside ; — and when it is thus set aside, the first portion can- 
not become syntactically connected with the second portion. Similarly, the 
second portion — ‘ Tas7nin slda, etc." — cannot become syntactically connected 
with the first portion. 

Further, there is no perceptible purpose served by the first portion of 
the mantra tlirough being syntactically connected with the second portion, 
— while by itself (through its Indicative Power) it serves the perceptible pur- 
pose of indicating the preparing of the seat, — “ How so ?” — Because the pre- 
paring of the seat (by spreading grass), and the placing of the Cake, have been 
declared to be the desired objectives [so that there can be no other object- 
ive in the case which could be fulfilled by the connecting of the two portions 
of the mantrap — Similarly, the second portion of the Mantra serves the 
perceptible purpose of indicating the placing of the Cake, without living syn- 
tactically connected with the first portion. And the two portions are not 
incapable of accomplishing their own respective purposes without being 
syntactically connected with one another. — From this it follows that the 
first portion is to be used at the first act (of preparing the seat) and the 
second portion at the second act (of placing the Cake). 

It has been argued above that — “that which has been set aside by 
Direct Assertion shall be set aside by Syntactical Connection also [so that 
Indicative Power cannot be superior to Syntactical Connection^" — This is 
not right. Because one thing has been set aside by one thing, it does not 
necessarily follow that it should be set aside by another also. Because even 
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though Indicative Power has been set aside as against Direct Assertion^ on 
the ground of its being remoter than Direct Assertion from the objective, 
yet when serving a useful purpose, it may be admitted to be authoritative 
as against Syntactical Connection, on the ground of its being nearer to the 
objective than this Syntactical Connection. — Thus also is Indicative Power 
possessed of higher authority than Syntactical Connection. 


(C ) — * Syntactical Connection"* is more authoritative than ^Context*. 

Now the question arises as between Syntactical Connection and Con- 
text — But first what w^e have to consider is — what is ‘ Praharana\ Context ? 
— Prakarana (Context) is the declaration of what is to be accomplished and 
which stands in need of the procedure; it is the beginning (^pra*) of the 
action of declaring; — this is also called ^ vidhyddi* (Beginning of 

Injunction) standing in need of (and taken along with) ‘ vidhyanta* (End 
or Sequel of Injunction). — What ‘Syntactical Connection’ {Vdkya) is has 
already been explained. * 

Now, what is the example of conflict between these two (Syntactical! 
Connection and Context) ? 

The Suktavdka-nigada provides the requisite example — [This Sukfa- 
vdka contains the Mantra-passage — ‘ (a) Agnlsomdvidarh havirajusetdm 
avwrdhetdm maho jydy o'* krdtdm — (b) Indrdgnl idarh havirajusetdm avlvrdhe- 
tdm maho jydyo * krdtdm ’ — and so on, with the names of other deities as 
variants], — ^Here we find one set of deities (Agni-Soma) mentioned in 
connection with the Paurnamdsl sacrifice, and another set (Indra-Agni) 
in connection with the Anuivdsyd sacrifice. These two sets of deities do not 


* The Bhdsya explains the signification of the component parts of the term 
‘ prakarana*. * Vra* means beginning, and • karana* or ‘ kriya ’ means act; hence 
‘ prakarana ’ or * prakriyd ’ means the beginning of an act ; the particular act of which 
Prakarana is the beginning is explained to be the act of declaring or expressing ; 
that is to say, Prakarana is the beginning of the act of expressing the Bhdvana, — i.e. 
the beginning of the operation of the sentence laying down the performance of an 
action. Of any such action, the factor of the Result and that of the Instrument are 
expressed by single words, while the declaration of the factor of Procedure is done by 
means of sentences. Briefly then, Prakarana, Context, may be defined as the entire 
passage describing the details of Procedure of any particular action. — * Vidhyddi 
‘ Beginning of Injunction ’, is another synonym for ‘ Prakarana ’ ; and it stands in 
need of the ‘ vidhyanta ’, ‘ End of Injunction ’, by which is meant the cognition of 
the entire mode of the action. Every Injunction of action has (a) for its begin- 
ning ’ (ddi) the cognition of its procedure, (6) for its ‘ middle * the cognition of the 
subsidiaries of the action enjoined along with their results, — and (c) for its ‘ end 
the cognition of the Result accomplished by the act enjoined. — What distinguishes 
Context from Syntactical Connection is the fact that, for a definite purpose, we 
connect, over again, several sentences that have already served their purpose 
through the expression of the meaning of their component words; whereas 
Syntactical Connection does not operate, for the slightest purpose, in disjoined 
parts, and its purpose is served only by the connecting together of the parts in a 
definite relationship.— Tanfmvarttita— Trans., pp. 1208-1209. 
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become syntactically connected with one another; — hence on the basis of 
the Indicative Power of the Mantra the term ‘ indrdgnl * should be with- 
drawn at the performance of the Paurrutmaal sacrifice, but retained at that 
of the Anmvdayd sacrifice. [And similarly, at the performance of the 
Anmvdayd sacrifice, the term * Agni-aoma' should be withdrawn; but it 
should be retained at the performance of the Paurnamdal sacrifice.] 

Now in connection with this, there arises the question — after with- 
drawing the reference to the deities (which have no connection with the 
Paurnamdal sacrifice), is the rest of the passage (6) — i.e. the words *avlmd- 
hetdni niaho jydyo * krdtdm' Taitti. Bra. 3. 6. 10. 3) — to be repeated at both 
sacrifices, the Paurummdal and the Arndvdayd^ as many times as it occurs in 
the entire Suktavdlca-hymn ; — greater authority being attached to Context 
[all the mantras that constitute the Suktavdka being found in the context of 
both sacrifice's] ? — Or is the remaining passage to be used only at t hat 
sacrifice at which the reference to the deities — Indra-Agni — has been 
retained (i.e. at the Amdvdayd sacrifice) — greater authority being attached 
to Syntactical Connection [the passage in question being syntactically 
connected with the reference to Irvdra-Agni] ? [That is, at the PaurnamasI 
sacrifice, the passages (a) and (b) should be read as ‘ (a) Agnlaomdvidam 
havlraji4setdni maho jydyo ^ krdtdni — (h) avwrdhetdm maho jydyo krdtdm\ 
the reference to lndra~Agni in (6) being dropped out ? — or as only ‘ (a) 
Agnlaomdvxdam havirajuaetdm avlv>rdhetam maho jydyo* krdtdm,* the 
whole of (6) being dropped out ? — Similarly, at the Amdvdayd sacrifice, 
should the mantras be read as * (6) Indrdgnl id am havirajuaUdm, avivrdMtdm 
maho jydyo* krdtdm, — (a) avlvrdetdm maho jydyo"* krdtdm* ? or as ‘ Indrdgnl 
idayh havirajuaetdm maho jydyo* krdtdm — Similarly, in regard to the other 
inantras (composing the Suktavdka), 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa , — Both these means 
(Syntactical Connection and Context) are of equal authority. — Why ? — There 
is as much * need ’ (incompleteness) in one case as in the other; and when 
the need is equal in both, there can be no ground for discriminating between 
them ; — hence both should be regarded as of equal authority. — Or we may 
regard Syntactical Connection as the weaker of the two ; as it has been shown 
to be liable to be set aside by Indicative Power,'*'* 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta : — Syntactical 
Connection is more authoritative than Context, — How ? — Because of the remote- 
nesa of the objective, — “ What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? 
— In the case of Syntactical Connection, each individual word of the sentence, 
detatched from the rest, becomes incomplete, — and the sentence is complete 
only when the whole of it is taken together ; — in this case therefore the fact 
of Syntactical Connection (all the words forming one sentence) is directly 
perceived ; — in the case of Context, on the other hand, the fact of the whole of 
it forming one connected unit is not perceptible, — “ How is that ? ” — In the 
case of Context, what happens is that when some detail is found mentioned in 
close proximity to an act which stands in need of the mention of the details 
of procedure, then, the latter becomes complete (by being supplemented by 
the former) ; — so that what is inferred in this case is that the act in question 
was incomplete (without the supplement), — and not that the two together 
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form ‘one sentence’ (are syntactically connected). It is only when 
there is Syntactical Connection that, on the basis of that connection, we 
assume the power of indicating (the requisite detail), and this detail then be- 
comes duly indicated. — Thus the ‘ remoteness of the objective ’ in this case 
is that Direct Assertion is nearer to Syntactical Connection than to Context, 
from which latter it is far removed.* 

Thus then, when action is taken according to the Injunction, ‘ with the 
Suktavaka one should offer the Kusha-bundle ’ — and when mantras are used 
after omitting the names of the deities of the Paurnamdsl or those of the 
Atmvasyd, as the case may be, — then the rest of those mantras also is to be 
u-^ed after similar omissions. So that even though, on the strength of Context, 
the portion of the mantra (a) left after omitting the names of the deitievS of 
the Paurnamdsl (Agni-Soma) may be inferred to be syntactically connected 
with that mantra-portion (b) which speaks of the deities of the Amdvdsyd 
{Indra-Agni), — yet the connection of this latter portion with the names of the 
deities of the Amdvdsyd (Indra-Agni) is directly perceived \ — as a matter of 
fact, however, there can be no valid Inference contrary to a fact of Percep- 
tion. Further, the purpose of the Context having been thus accomplish- 
ed, the several factors in it become complete, and not being in want of any- 
thing, they cannot bo made to be in want (and incomplete). 

It has been argued that “ Being set aside by Indicative Power, Synta- 
c^ica^ Oonnec^io^i should be set aside by Context also.” — If a means of right 
cognition has been set aside once, it does not necessarily follow that it is 
entirely evanescent (and hence rejected) in other cases also. If it were so 
evanescent, it would not ho a ‘ means of right cognition ’ at all. The fact 
of the matter is that a certain thing is effective against one thing (but not 
against another) ; for instance, though Syntactical Connection has the power 
to set aside Context, it has no such power against Indicative Power ; and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that, while as compared to Indicative Power, 
Syntactical Connection is remoter from the * objective', — as compared to 


♦ If we accept Context as the authority in this case, then, — (1) inasmuch as 
there is no syntactical connection perceived between the mantra-portion (a) from 
which the names * Agni-Soma ’ have been omitted and the names ‘ Indra-Agni* , — it 
will be necessary to assume this Syntactical Connection; — (2) then, on the basis 
of this Syntactical Connection, it would be necessary to assume in the mantra (a) the 
Indicative Power to indicate the deities Indra-Agni; — (3) when this Indicative 
Power has been assumed, on its basis, there could be the assumption of the Direct 
Assertion to the effect that ‘ such and such a portion of the mantra is to be used at 
the performance of such and such an act ’ thus then between the Context and the 
actual use of the mantra, there are three intervening steps to be assumed. — In the 
case of Syntactical Connection, on the other hand, the connection between the 
mantra- words and the Deity is directly perceived; — and (1) on the basis of this 
connection there is assumption of the Indicative Power in the mantra to indicate 
the deities concerned ; — and (2) then follows the assumption of the Direct Assertion 
laying down the actual using of the mantra ; — so that in this case between Syntac- 
tical Connection and the actual using, there are only two intervening steps to be 
assumed. — It is in this sense that the ‘ objective ’ is * remoter * in the case of 
Syntactical Connection than in that of Context, 
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Context, it is nearer to the ‘ objective \ Thus it is that Context is set aside by 
Syntactical Connection, 


(D) [‘ Context' is more aiUhoritative than * Order']. 

Question — “ What is the instance of conflict between Context and Order ? ” 

Answer — There is the Rdjasuya sacrifice which consists of several 
(primary sacrifices) enjoined in a definite order ; — one of these is the 
Ahhishechantya sacrifice among the details of those sacrifices there is 
enjoined the Reciting of the story of Shunahshepa, which occupies the same 
place in the order of sequence among the details which the Abhisechanlya 
does among the sacrifices. — Now if ‘ Context * is to be regarded as of higher 
authority, then the said Reciting of the story should be taken as forming 
part of all the sacrifices ; — on the other hand, if higher authority attaches 
to ‘ Order then it should form part of the Abhisechanlya sacrifice only. 
[The question thus is — of which sacrifice does the Reciting of the story form 
part ?] 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa ; — Both these 
means of knowledge (‘ Context ’ and ‘Order’) are of equal authority. — 
Why ? — Because we do not find any grounds for discriminating between the 
two, whereby we could determine that this one is possessed of superior au- 
thority ; hence we conclude that both are of equal strength. — Further, we 
have seen that * Context’ is rejected by ‘ Syntactical Connection it will then 
be equally liable to be rejected by ‘ Order ’ 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ‘ Context ’ 
is superior to * Order ’ . — Why ? — * Because of the remoteness of the objective ’ 
(Su.). — “What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? ” — In cases like 
the one under consideration the connection of the details with sacrifices 
would depend upon the ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ (between the texts enjoin- 
ing them) ; — now among a number of details mentioned in the same 
‘Context’, — inasmuch as there is likely to be a ‘need’ of supplementing, 
— it may be possible to syntactically connect a sacrifice even though com- 
plete in all its details, — with a further detail mentioned in close proximity to 
itself (in the same Context) ; — but it is not equally possible to syntactically 
connect a sacrifice mentioned in a certain order of sequence with a detail 
that may be found to bo mentioned (elsewhere) in the same order of se- 
quence. The ‘ Order ’ of a thing consists only in the particular position that it 
occupies among a number of things mentioned together ; so that it has to 
be admitted that when we connect a thing mentioned in a certain ‘ Order ’ 
with others mentioned along with it, simply on the basis of that proximity, 
— we do not really perceive any ‘need* in the thing in question (for such 
connection). In the case of * Context ’, on the other hand, such need 
(among the several details mentioned in the same Context) is directly per- 
ceived. — It is not possible for what is mentioned in the same ‘ Context * and 
what is mentioned in the same ‘ order ’ to be syntactically connected 
with the sacrifice in question. — Thus it is that there is a confiict between 
the two (‘ Context ’ and ‘ Order ’). — ^Now, in the case of ‘ Context ’, the ‘ need ’ 
(for mutual connection) is directly perceptible \ and as such it can set aside 
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the assumption of ‘ need * based upon ‘ Order which could only be inferred, 
[The process by which these means of knowledge function in the case, load- 
ing up to the assumption of the necessary ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is as follows] — 
(1) There is the assumption of mutual ‘ need which leads to (2) the as- 
sumption of ‘Syntactical Connection’, — which leads to (3) the assumption 
of the ‘ power to indicate ’, — and this leads to (4) the assumption of ‘ Direct ’ 
Assertion’. Now this ‘objective’, ‘Direct Assertion’, is nearer to the 
‘ Context ’ than to the ‘ Order ’ [because in the case of ‘ Context ’ , the first 
step of ‘ need * is directly perceived, while in that of ‘ Order ’, the recognition 
of ‘ need * involves an inferential process, which is less direct]. — For those 
reasons, as between ‘ Context* and ‘Order’, ‘ Context ’ should be regarded 
as more authoritative. 

As regards the argument that “ having been set aside by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’, ‘ Context ’ could be set aside by others also”, — this is not 
right; because what is proper is that what has boon set aside (once) should 
be helped (by another), and not that it should be further set aside. 


( E) [‘ Order ’ is more authoritative than ‘ Name ’]. 

Question — “ What is the example of conflict between ‘ Order ’ and 
‘ Name ’, — and which of the two is more authoritative ? ” 

Answer — Under the section named ‘ Pauroddshika" (‘Pertaining to the 
Cake’), — but in a place in the ‘order of sequence which is the same as 
that of the Sdnndyya ’ (Curd-Butter), — we find the mantra ‘ Shundhadhvam 
daivydya karmane ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 1. 3. 1), laid down for the purposes of 
purification, — In regard to this, there arises the question — ‘ Name ’ 
being regarded as more authoritative, should the mantra be used for the 
purification of the vessels containing the Cake ? — Or ‘ Order ’ being regard- 
ed as more authoritative, should it be used for the purification of the vessels 
containing the Curd-Butter ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — “ The two means 
of knowledge are of equal authority. — Why ? — Because there is no difference 
between the two.—Or, we may regard ‘ Name ’ as the more authoritative 
of the two ; as ‘ Order ’ has been found to be liable to rejection by ‘ Context ’ 
also.” 

In answer to this, wo have the following Siddhdnta : — ‘ Order ’ is the 
more authoritative of the true.—Why ‘ Because of the remoteness of the 
objective * (Su). — “ What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? ” — (In the 
case of the use of a mantra being indicated by ‘Order’) what happens is 
that the ‘ Syntactical Connection’ (of the mantra) with something (in the 
same context) having been recognised by means of ‘ Context if any parti- 
cular thing happens to be mentioned in proximity to it (i.e. in the same 
order of sequence), there follows the assumption of mutual ‘need’, which 
again leads to the assumption of ‘Syntactical Connection’ (of the mantra) 
with that particular thing. — As for ‘ Name ’ on the other hand, it is only a 
secular (non-Vedic) term, and nothing secular can have any authority on 
matters like the one \mder consideration, — Consequently ‘ Order ’ should be 
regcwded as more authoritative (than ‘ Name *). 
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Objection — “ If that is so, then what follows is that in matters like the 
one under discussion, the use of mantras is indicated by ‘ Order — not that 
‘ Order ’ is more authoritative because of the remoteness of the objective (in 
the case of ‘ Name *) [which is the thesis desired to bo proved by the Sid- 
dhdnta]. It is when two means of knowledge appertain to the same matter 
that there is a comparison between the two regarding their authoritative 
character ; in the way in which it has been argued, however, ‘ Name ’ is not 
a means of knowledge at all, because it is a secular word, and in the case of 
sjcular words it is the person (the speaker) who is the authoritative source 
of knowledge,' ' 

Reply — This does not affect the position at all. As a matter of fact, 
in the case in question the fact of the mantra being subsidiary to one 
thing or the other is not cognised through the authority of any Person ; what 
is cognised through the Person is the fact that the name ‘ Pauroddshika ' 
applies to this particular section of the Veda ; in reality, our sole source of in- 
formation consists in the Person (or Persons who, in the course of their reading, 
have given definite names to certain sections of the Veda) ; — just as 
such person or persons are the sole authority for such ideas as— (a) ‘ this 
mantra is mentioned in the same order of sequence as the Sdnndya *, (&) 
‘ it occurs in such and such a Context (c) * it is thus syntactically connect- 
ed ’, — (d) ‘ this is a Vedic term’. — These ideas do not pertain to matters be- 
yond the senses ; — hence trustworthy persons are the source of knowledge in 
regard to such matters ; it is only in matters beyond the senses that 
trustworthy persons are not the source of knowledge. [This is what is meant 
by our argument that ‘ Name ’ is a secular word.] —So that ‘ Name ’ is a real 
means of knowledge ; and in so far as it is a means of knowledge, its auth- 
ority has to be examined. 

Says the Opponent — “ In that case you have to explain the remoteness 
from the objective in the case of ‘ Name 

The remoteness from the objective is as follows : — As a matter of fact, the 
definite connection of the mantra with the Sdnrmyya is indicated by the 
fact of its occurring in the same * Order ’ of sequence (as the Sdnndyya) ; but no 
such definite connection of the mantra is indicated by the ‘ Name * pauro- 
ddshika' ; — all that happens is that when we find the term C pauroddshika' ) 
pronounced, we gather, from Presumption^ that there must be some sort of 
connection (between the mantra and the Puro^dsha), — ^Thus it is that, as 
before (in other cases), there is remoteness from the objective (in the case 
of ‘ Name’) ; and (for this reason) ‘ Name ’ is set aside by ‘ Order *.* 


What is meant is that in all cases the action of one man depends upon what 
he has seen in other men ; nor do we find the Veda making any such declarations 
as * this thing is mentioned in the same order of sequence as something else * this 
occurs in such and such a Context ’, and so forth it is only when men are recit- 
ing the Veda, that we come to notice these facts ; — those readers themselves must 
have noticed the same facts when some other men had been reciting the Veda ; and 
eo on and on, such noticing of the facts could be treused to time without beginning, 
and as such these facts wauld come to be regarded as authoritative. Otherwise, from 
the point of view of the Veda alone, the ‘ Context ’ as well as ‘ Non-Context ’ {perse) 
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(F) [The setting aside is possible even for such cognitions as have got 
at their objective,] 

Question (against the entire Adhikarana) — “When it is said that ‘this 
means of knowledge is set aside by that’ and ‘that by this’ and so on, — 
that which is set aside, — is it one that has got at the objective of that which 
sets it aside ? [i.e. Is the rejected Prarmria one that has got at the same 
objective as the rejecting Pramdrui ‘ What are you driving at ? --r-Well, 
if the former has not got at the same objective, what would be set aside ? 
[as there would, in this case, be nothing to be set aside — says the ^juvi- 
mald]—lU on the other hand, it has got at the objective, then how could 
it be set aside ? ” 

Answer — The previous cognition is certainly one that has got at the 
objective of the subsequent rejecting cognition.— How so ?— We infer this 
from the fact that the general causal agency that bringSikabout cognitions is 
present (in the case of the previous cognition also).— “ Then, how is it set 

aside ? '* It is not quite set aside ; what happens is that there follows another 

cognition to the effect that ‘this previous cognition is wrong What 
would be the character of a cognition that is not-wrong ? ” — When, even 
upon pondering over it, it is found that the cognition is not followed by 
a contrary cognition sublating it, then that cognition is regarded to be 
not-wrmg, — It is on this principle that among the several irieans of know- 
ledge in the case in question— viz. (1) ‘Direct Assertion’, (2) ‘Indicative 
Power’, (3) ‘ Syntactical Connection’, (4) ‘ Context’, (5) ' OiJci ' auU (6) 
‘ Name’, — the one that precedes is more author! than what follows, 
because in the case of the cognition ob^«’"'^d through it, even pondering 
over it, it is found that there is no -ontrary cognition sublating it.— It is 
for this reason that when there ^ collision i,e, conflict among theses the one 
that follows is iveaker th^- precedes, because of the remoteness of the 

objective, * 

l^rpv j whole of this last discussion (F) has been alternatively explained as 
..aving a wider scope and referring to all cases of the setting aside of one cognition 
by another. See Tantravartika—TTfm^,, pp. 1217-1222]— Mandana Mishra, 
however, in his Anukramanika has treated this as a distinct Adhikarana, under Sutra 
14, just like the foregoing five Adhikaranas (A to E). 


would be equally without authority. — Then, inasmuch as the above facts will have 
been noticed by many persons, there could be no suspicion of their being defective 
through discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of any one person. — ^Thus then, it is 
clear that duo authority does attach to ‘ Name ’, as a means of knowledge ; but 
though it IS so in certain places, yet in others, it is set aside whenever it is found 
to be more remote from its objective than other means of knowledge. — [Tantravar^ 
tika — Trans., p. 1216.] 



Adhikarai^a (8) : The number ‘ twelve ’ in connection 
with the ^ Upasads ’ pertains to the " Ahlna ’ sacrifice. 

SUTRA (15). 

[Pubvapak^a] — ‘‘ On account of the ‘ Context the term 

‘ AHTNA * SHOULD UNDOUBTEDLY BE TAKEN IN THE 
SECONDARY (FIGURATIVE) SENSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

[Wo havo dealt with cases of conflict between one means of knowledge with the 
one thAt follows immediately after it, in the enumeration ; wo are now going to deal 
with eases of similar conflicts at random ; and the i^resent Adhikarana is going to 
deal with a case of conflict betwooii ‘ Direct Assertion ’ and ‘ Context ’ ; according to 
the Rjuviniald this a case of conflict between * Syntactical Connection ’ and 
* Context ’ ] 

In tho context of the JyoHatotna sacrifice, we find the text — ‘ Tiara eva 
adhnaaya upaaadah, dvddaaha ahlnaaya* [‘There are three Upaaada at the 
Sdhna sacrifice and twelve at the Ahlna ’] (Taitti. Saih. 6. 2. 5. 1) — [‘ Sdhna ’ is 
a name for the J yotlatoma, based on tlie ground of its being completed in one 
day ; — ‘ Upasads'^ are the homa -offer inga made during the time following the 
Initiation-day and before the day of the Soma-extraction ; — ‘ Ahlna ’ is the 
name given to those sacrifices which consist of several repetitions of the 
Soma-sacrifice lasting for two, three or more days.l 

In connection with this text, there arises the question — Does tho num- 
ber ‘twelve’ mentioned in connection with the Upaaada pertain to the 
Jyotiatonia or to tho Ahlna sacrifice ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa — “ The number 
should be taken as appertaining to the Jyotiatoma. — Why ? — Becauae of the 
‘ Context ’ ; — i.e. it is only when it is thus taken that the ‘ Context * is 
honoured. — “ But ‘ Context ’ should be set aside by ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ 
(as the sentence * dvddaaha ahlnaaya^ distinctly says that the number of 
Upaaada is ‘ twelve ’ at the Ahlnay* — It is not set aside. — Why ? — Because the 
term ‘ ahlna ’ literally means ‘ what is not hlna or poor’, — i.e. the sacrifice 
which is not poor, either in the point of sacrificial fee, or of sacrificial imple- 
ments, or of results ; — and in this sense the Jyotiatoma itself would be Ahlna 
(in tho said figurative sense) [so that the said aentence also would connect 
the number ‘twelve* with the Jyoti§to7na itself, and not with any other 
sacrifice of the name of ‘ A/ima’].” 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — The number should be separated (from 
THE Context), because the word (‘ahIna’) in its 

PRIMARY SENSE HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH 

Jyotistoma). 

Bhdsya, 

The number ‘twelve* of the Upasada ‘should be separated’ (from the 
Context) ; — why ? — because there is no connection with the Jyotiafoina. — “ Why 
should there be no connection (with the Jyotiatoma) ? ” — Because it is clearly 
perceived that the number in question is syntactically connected with the 
Ahina. — “ But the Jyotistoma itself is ^Ahlna ’ in the figurative sense.” — It will 
not be right to take it in that sense ; so long as the primary sense is applicable 
there can be no justification for the word being taken in a figurative sense. — 
“ But the term ‘ ahina ’ can be taken as a negative compound (meaning that 
which is not-hina, not poor) ; and this will be a primary signification of the 
term.” — This is not possible, we reply ; for if the term ‘ ahina ’ were a nega- 
tive compound, then it would have the accent on the first syllable ; as it 
is, however, it has the accent on the middle (second) syllable [See Vdr- 
tika under Panini 6. 2. 2], — From all this it follows that the indications of 
the ‘ Context ’ should be set aside and the number ‘ twelve ’ should be taken 
as appertaining to the Ahina sacrifice. 

Further, we have the assertion also in the text itself, to the effect that ‘ at 
the Sdhna there are three Upasads, but there are twelve at the Ahina ’ ; — 
this assertion becomes explicable only if the Ahina is a sacrifice different 
from the Sdhna (Jyotistoma) ; so that, the said assertion being there, the 
number ‘ twelve ’ must appertain to the Ahina sacrifice. 


[KumBrila has taken exception to this presentation of the Adhikarana, and pro- 
posed a somewhat different presentation, — for which see TantravMika- -Trana.t pj). 
1226-1227.] 



Adhikarai^a (9) : The two ‘ Pratipads ’ are to be 
separated from the ^ Context ’ and connected 
with ‘ Kuldya ’ and other sacrifices. 

SUTRA (17). 

What is connected with duality and plurality (sHOtf^ 

BE SEPARATED FROM THE ‘ CONTEXT *), BECAUSE IT HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED (ELSEWHERE). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J yotistorna, wo read — ‘ Yuvam hi sthah svapatl 
(Samaveda 2. 351) iti duayoryajmndnayoh pratipadam kurydt (cf. Paflcha- 
vimsha-Brahmana 6. 10. 14) ; — Ete asrgrafnindavah (Samaveda 2. 180) iti 
hnhubhyo yajamanebhyah ' (cf. Pafichavirhsha-Brahrhana 6. 9. 13). Prati- 
pad ’ is I the name given to the verse that is recited before the singing of the 
Stotra-hymn ; the meaning of the texts therefore is that ‘ for two sacri- 
ficors, the Pratipad should consist of the verse ‘ Yuvam hi sthah svapatl 
etc.’, and for several sacrificers, the Pratipad should consist of the verse 
* Ete asrgramindavah, etc.’] 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Are the two Pratipads 
here laid down to be used at the Jyotistomu sacrifice itself ? — Or should they 
be separated from the Context and used at a sacrifice performed by two 
sacrificers, such as the Kuldya and the like — and at one performed by several 
sacrificers, such as the Dvirdtra and the like ? 

The conclusion {tS iddhdnta) that suggests itself is that ‘ what is connected 
with duality and plurality ’ (i.e. what is spoken of in connection with two 
sacrificers and several sacrificers), not having any connection with the Jyotis- 
toma ^which has a single sacrificer), — the two Pratipads should be separated 
from the * Context’ : because in connection with the Jyotwtoina we do not 
find two sacrificers mentioned, — as we do in connection with the Kuldya^ in 
regard to which the injunction is — ‘ The King and the Priest, desiring absorp- 
tion into God -head, should perform this Kuldya sacrifice’ ( Jaiminiya-Bra. 
2. 132). 

SUTRA (18). 

[PDrvapaksa — urged against the Siddhdnta stated in the 
foregoing Sutra] — “ They might find place (in the 
Jyotistoma), in the event of two or more 

SACRIFICERS BEING ENGAGED IN IT FOR 
SOME SPECIAL PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If you hold the opinion that the two Pratipads 
should be separated from the * Context*, — then, this cannot be right; as it 
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would mean the rejection of the authority of the * Context’. — ‘ Let the Con- 
text be rejected (it is only right that it should be rejected), on the ground that 
the Jyotiatoma has no connection with two or several sacrificers’. — Even 
though there may be no texts laying down two sacrificers for the Jyotiatoma, 
it would be possible for two sacrificers to be there for some special purpose ; for 
instance, there may be some act (connected with the Jyotiatoma) which the 
sacrificer would be unable to accomplish singly by himself, and which he could 
accomplish with the help of an assistant ; as a matter of fact, when a man has 
to perform a sacrifice, he should perform it in any way he can do it ; con- 
sequently, it would be open to the sacrificer to take an assistant, even though 
this might involve the disobeying of certain injunctions (regarding the per- 
formance of certain acts by the sacrificer himself, for instance). In tliis 
manner, the two Pratipads would remain within the Context. Consequently 
they should not be separated from the Context.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[Answer] — That cannot be ; as the archetype is (’onnected 

AVTTH ONE ONLY. 

Bhdaya, 

The ‘archetype’ in this case is the Jyotisfoma ; of this the accessory 
details have been all clearly laid down l)y the texts themselves, and none of 
it has got to be deduced from the general maxim (that ‘ the Kctype is to be 
performed like the Archetype ’). — What if it is so ? ” — If it is so, then whjh) 
is clearly laid down by the texts cannot bo rejected. In the case of ectypal 
sacrifices, on the other hand, as details would bo deduced from the said 
general maxim, they would be merely inferred, and as such liable to re- 
jection. Then again, due significance is meant to bo attached to the single- 
ness of the performer of the Jyotistornn, which, being thus directly asserted, 
could not be set aside by mere Indicative Power, — Even in cases where the 
performance of the Jyoti^fioma is found to be laid down as compulsory, wo 
find only a single sacrificer spoken of ; — o.g. in such texts ‘ Vasante vasante 
jyotiad yajeta' [where * yajeta' is in the singular number]. From all this it 
follows that the two Pratipads in question should be separated from the 
‘ Context ’. 

Question — “ Why should not the text containing the terms in the Dual 
number (i.e. the first text ‘ Yuvath hi sthah, etc.*) be taken as referring to 
the sacrificer’ s wife ? The two persons meant by the Dual number in the 
text * ynvam hi sthah, etc.* would thus be the sacrificer and his one wife ; and 
cases whore the sacrificer has several wives would come under the second 
text ‘ Bte asrgramindavah, etc.* — Just as the injunction of wearing silk — 
‘ kaaume vasdndvagnimddadhlydtdm * (where we have the Dual number) [has 
been taken as referring to the sacrificer and his wife, — in the same manner 
the injunction of using the Pratipads (which has the Dual or the Plural 
number) [may be taken as referring to the sacrificer and his one or several 
wives].” 

Answer — In the case of the injunction (of wearing silk), it is impossible 
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to take the direct primary meaning (of the Dual number, as referring to two 
rmde aacriflcers ; as there is no performance of the Agnihotra laid down as to be 
done by two sacrijicers), and hence the word (with the Dual number) is taken 
in a figurative sense, whereby the word in the masculine gender (‘ vasdnau') 
is taken as including a female member (the sacrificer’s wife). In the case in 
question, on the other hand, the Dual number and the Plural number, in 
their direct signification, are found to be applicable to the sacrifices actually 
laid down as to be performed by two men and several men ; and hence there 
can bo no justification for taking in an extended sense such expressions as 
‘ hahubhyah yajamdnehhyah * (‘ for several sacrificers * ). As for the expression 
with the Duul number , — * dvayoryajamdnayoh* ior two sacrificers ’ ), — the 
explanation that has been suggested, — that the term is to be taken as an 
Ekashem copulative compound made up of the terms ‘ Yajanidnah ’ (Mascu- 
line) and * Vajamdnd ’ (Feminine), and as such standing for the two persons, 
the sacrificer and his wife — also takes the expression in a figurative (extend- 
ed) sense. 

Further [if, at all performances of the Jyotistomaf the Prat {pads to be 
used were the two that we are considering — viz. : (a)* Yuvam hi sthah, etc.’ and 
(6) * Ete asrgramindavahy etc.’, on the ground that in every case the sacrificer 
would be accompanied by one or more wives, as suggested by the Purvapaksa 
then], there would be no room for the Pratipad in the form of the inantra 
‘ Updsmai gdyatd narah etc.’ (Samaveda 2. 1-3) [which is the special Pratipad 
prescribed as the invarible concomitant of the Jyotiatoma sacrifice]. 

From all this it becomes established that the two Pratipada under 
discussion should be separated from the ‘ Context ’. 



Adhikaraivia ( 10 ) ; The ‘ Jctghanl ‘ Tail should not he 
aejyarated from the Context. 

[We now proceed to consider cases which form exceptions to the principle of 
factors being removed from their Context.— — It has l^een established 
that sentence (i.o Syntactical Connection) is more authoritative than Context ; and we 
are now going to consider a case where the exact moaning of the sentence itself is 
doubtful. — Brhat%,'\ 


SUTRA (20). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “The ‘Jaqhani* also (should be separated 
FROM THE Context) because it is a part.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Tydrsha-purnainuscit we read — * Jdghnnyd patnlh 
samydjayanti ’ — [‘ Jdffharil ’ is the tail of the animal -and the term ‘ patnl ’ 
here stands for the action consisting of four oblations to the wives of the 
deities, which is^ on that account, called * Patrilsatkydja\ ‘sacrifice to the 
wives’], — In regard to this thoro arises the question — Does this injunction 
pertain to the Barsha-jmrnatmisa -sacrificiiH ? Or is it to be separated from 
the ‘Context’ and attached to the Pasha (dedicated to Ayni-Somaf at the 
Jyotislofna sacrifice) ? 

Question — “ On what grounds should it be attached to the Darsha-purna- 
mdaa ? and on what grounds to the Pa,shu ? ” 

Answer — If the Palnisamydjas are taken as enjoined in reference to the 
‘ Jdgluini ’, then the injunction in question should be separated from tlie con- 
text. If, on the other hand, the Jdtjhani is taken as enjoined in reference to the 
Palnisamydjas, then thtj injunction must remain in tho context and be 
attached to the JMrsha-purnanidsa sacrifices. 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows “ What is laid down in the In- 
junction should be removed from tho Context. — ‘ Why should it be removed ? ’ 
— Because as a matter of fact, tho Palnisamydjas are enjoined (as a Sams- 
kdra, sanctification) in reference to the Jdghani. — How so ? -Because the 
injunction of the Palnisamydjas is got at directly by means of the words (of 
tho text ^ Jdghanyd patnlh samydjayanti^) \ while that of the Jdghanl (Tail) 
is got at through ‘ Syntactical Connection’ ; and what is authoritative (as a 
means of knowledge) is the direct word, not ‘ Syntactical Connection — ‘ But 
the Patnlsamydjas have been already enjoined (by another text)’. — True, 
they have been already enjoined ; but they are again enjoined (by the text 
under distaission) in reference to tho Jdghanl (Tail), — the sense being that 
tho Jdghani is to be made connected with the Patnlsamydjas. Such being 
the case, at the Parsha-purnxi'mdsa, even if the Patnlsamydjas were per- 
formed without the Jdghani, they would not be defective; and yet the 
Jdghanl is brought up at it; hence it follows tliat the Jdghanl is to be used 
at a sacrifice where it might serve some useful purpose ; and this is possible 
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at the Pa^/m-sacrifice, not at the Darsha-purnamdsa-^B^ovi^ces, The Jdghanl 
too being only a part (of the animal) could not justify the employment of 
the entire animal (and it could be taken out of the animal that has been 
killed and used elsewhere). — From all this it follows that the injunction 
should be taken out of the Context.” 

SUTRA (21). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality it is an injunction (of the Tail) ; 

AS it is the Tail that is something new (not having 

BEEN ENJOINED ELSEWHERE). 

Bhdsya, 

In reality it is the Jdghanly Tail, that is enjoined by the text in ques- 
tion as an accessory of the Patnlsarhydjas . — ^Why ? — Because it is something 
new; that is to say, nowhere else has the Tail been prescribed as an acces- 
sory of the Patnlsamydjas. In another text (as has been pointed out 
above) thoTigh the Patnisamydjas themselves have been enjoined, their con- 
nection with the l^ail has not been proscribed. As a matter of fact, when- 
ever the connection between two things is enjoined, one of the two members 
connected is always such as has been enjoined elsewhere, and the connection 
comes in as its invariable concomitant. Or. we may take it that the injunc- 
tion is of the connection, and the members connected come in as invariable 
concomitants (of the Connection). So that, in a case where both members 
come in as mere indicativt^s of the Connection, it is the Connection that is 
enjoined directly by a word expressive of itself ; whereas in a case where 
only one of the two members comes in as the indicative (of the Connection), 
what the injunction does is to point to that indicative member and enjoin 
the other member ; — in th(», case in question it is the Patnlsamyajas that 
are pointed out as members indicative of the Connection. — “ How do you 
know that?” — Hecause of the presence of the term ‘ Patni^ (‘wife’) in the 
name,- which term certainly could not be understood as indicating all sacri- 
fices (by reason of the presence of the wife being necessary at all perform- 
ances) ; in fact, it indicates only that sacrifice of which the wives are the 
direct means of accomplishment [and the Patnlsamydjas constitute such 
sacrifices]. 

Question — “Why cannot we take it the other way — i.e. it is the Tail 
that is pointed out as the member indicative of the connection, and it is the 
Patnlsamydjas that are enjoined ? ” 

Answer — ^The sacrifice spoken of in the text in question being something 
new (not already enjoined elsewhere), it is not possible for the ‘wives* 
(alone) to be taken as enjoined in connection with that sacrifice; — and if 
the Tail were pointed out (as the member indicative of the connection), if 
the text were taken as enjoining the sacrifice along with the ‘ wives *, then 
there would be syntactical split. As a matter of fact, the sacrifice along with 
the ‘ wives ’ (i.e. the Patnlsafhydjas) is one that is already enjoined elsewhere ; 
and it is this sacrifice that is merely pointed out in the text in question (as 
the member indicative of the connection) ; it is for this reason that we 
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conclude that what the text in question does is to point to this sacrifice as 
the member indicative of the connection and to enjoin the Tail. 

As regards the argument that “ the injunction of the Tail could be ob- 
tained only through ‘ Syntactical Connection whereas that of the Patnl- 
samydjas is obtained from ‘ Direct Assertion ” — it has been already ex- 
plained that it is not possible for the text in question to be taken as an in- 
junction of the sacrifice (Patnisamyaja), because such an interpretation 
would involve a syntactical split. 

For these reasons, the text must be taken as enjoining the Ta?7. And 
such being the case, the performance of the Patnlsamydja sacrifice at the 
Darsha-purnamdsa itself would remain defective, without the Tail: hence 
the Tail should not be removed from the Context (of the Darsha-purnamdsa, 
where it happens to be enjoined). 

SUTRA (22). 

*‘It 18 ONLY A part”, — IF THIS AROUMENT BE PUT FORWARD 

[then the answer would be as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin, above) that ** the Tail being 
only a part of the animal, it could not justify the use of the entire animal,— 
and hence the Tail should be removed from its C^ontoxt”. — Now this 
argument has got to be refuted [and this is done in the following Sutra], 

SUTRA (23). 

[Reply]. — Not so ; because the scripture does not lay down 
THE ‘ Tail ’ in connection with the Primary sacrifice 
(Darsha-pCrnamasa) itself. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Tail ’ is not laid down in connection with the 
Primary Sacrifices of the Darsha-purruirndsa [it is laid down only in connection 
with the Patnisamydjas, which are subsidiary to the Darsha-purnamdsa] ; so 
that the Patnlsamydja sacrifices would be performed with the ‘ Tail * obtained 
from the animal killed at the Pashu-sacrifice ; specially as all that is prescribed 
for the Patnisamydjas is the * Tail ’, without any qualifications ; so that when 
the Patnisamydjas are being performed in connection with the Darsha-purna- 
mdsa, the ‘ Tail ’ could be obtained (if not from the body of the animal 
killed at the Pashu- sacrifice) even by purchase and such other means ; and 
hence there need be no removal of the ‘Tail’ (from the context of the 
Darsha-purnamdsa). — [For the Patnisamydjas, Butter also is found to be 
prescribed by another text as the material to be used; hence when the 
Patnlsamydja comes to be performed in connection with the Darsha- 
purnamdsa, one may use, at his option, either the Tail or the Butter], 



Adhikabaista ( 11 ) : The ^ Cementing of the Slabs ^ is to 
he done at the ‘ Ectypes ’ or ‘ Forms ’ of the Agnistoma, 

SUTRA (24). 

[Preliminary PtJRVAPAKSA] — “ The ‘ Cementing * should be 

DONE AT THE ARCHETYPAL SACRIFICE ( JyOTISTOMA), 
BECAUSE, LIKE * PURCHASE ITS USEFULNESS 
DOES NOT CEASE”. 

Bhdsya. 


[This is another instance of conflict between ‘ Syntactical Connection * and 
Context — TaniravartihaJ] 

In tho section on Jyotiato^na, in connection with the two 8lp,bs used 
for pounding the Soma-shoots, wo read — * Dirghasom/i santrdyad dhrtyai * (cf. 
Taitti. Sarii. 6. 2. 11. 3) [‘At tho Dlrghasoma one should cement the slabs 
for securing proper support’]. — In regard to this, there arises the following 
question — Is this * cementing’ to bo done at the J yotistoma itself [the term 

* dirghasoma * in this case being taken as standing for the J yotistoma], — or 
at those performances of the Sonia-sacrifico which extend over a long 
period of time ? — [Tho Tantravdrtika sets forth five alternatives in this 
connection — ( 1) Is the cementing to bo done at the main J yotistoma ? — or 

(2) at that Jyotis^oma which is performed by a tall (dlrgha) sacrificer ? — or 

(3) at the Ukthya and such other * forms’ of the Agnistoma which extend 
over longer periods of time than the other ‘forms’ ? — or (4) at the Sattra 
and Ahlna sacrifices only, which extend over several days ? — or (5) at all 
sacrifices other than the Agnistoma ?] 

[Before taking up the consideration of the several alternatives, the first point 
to determine is whether or not the ‘Cementing’ is to be disjoined from the 

* Context * in which it is laid down. Because if it is decided that it cannot be 
taken away from the Context, then it will have to be done at the main JyotiHoma 
itself.] 

On this preliminary question, we have the*following Purvapaksa (A) : — 
“ Inasmuch as the usefulness of tho cementing ‘ does not cease * (is not 
absent) in the main Jyotistoma, — it should not be removed from the 
Context [i.e. it should be done at the main Jyotistoma itself]. — ‘But in 
connection with the main Jyotistoma, there is another declaration that the 
two slabs should not he cemented: (Cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 11. 3 ; Mai.-Saih. 1. 10. 
13.) — ^The answer to this is that there should be option, as in the case of the 
‘Purchase* (of Soma) ; that is to say, there are several things laid down 
(in Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 10. 1-2) as the price to be paid for the Soma — such 
as ‘gold ‘ cow’ and so forth; and these are regarded as so many optional 
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alternatives ; in the same manner, in the case in question there should be 
option — so that the ‘ cementing’ may or may not be done.” * 


SUTRA (25). 

[Preliminary Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be 

REMOVAL (of THE ‘ CEMENTINO ’) FROM THE CONTEXT ; 

BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF A SPECIAL 
QUALIFICATION, 

Bhdsya, 

[In answer to the Preliminary Purvapaksa (A), wo have the following 
Preliminary Siddhanta (A)] — The ‘Cementing’ should, in reality, be 
removed from the Context; as the text mentions a ‘special (jualifieation ’ 
— viz. ‘The Cementing should be done at the Dlrgha-Soma' (where the 
‘Soma’ has been qualified by the epithet * dirqha\ ‘ long- protracted ’), 
and it is the Sattras that are ‘ long-protracted ’ in comparison with the 
Jyotistoma [so that the ‘ Cementing’ should have to be done at the Sattras, 
and not at the Jyotistoma to which the (context belongs.] 


SUTRA (26). 

[ObjectionJ — “ The * special qualification ' may pertain 
TO THE Performer; as it is based upon him’', 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent] — “ Tho ‘Cementing’ should not bo removed 
from the main Jyotistoma', thus would tlio ‘Context’ be honoured. — As 


* Kumarila is not satisfied with this explanation of the example of ‘ purchase’ 
cited in the Sutra, He supplies the following explanation — The objection being 
that, since the main Jyotirtoma is finished in a short time, there should bo no need 
for the cementing of the slabs, as there would not be much strain on them, — the 
answer is that even so, the Cementing will have its use, ‘ tike the Purchase^ ; that is 
to say, in the case of tho Purchase of Soma, even though the purchase is duly 
effected by the payment of any one of the alternative prices prescribed, yet in 
actual practice, all these proscribed articles are given to the vendor, in strict 
accordance with the scriptural text which lays down tho giving of those in 
exchange for the Soma; and though the payment of all these is not necessary, yet 
it is not entirely useless ; as it serves the purpose of winning the good graces of 
the owner of the Soma, and the scriptures declare that great prosperity accrues to 
the purchaser of the Soma if the purchase is effected to the entire satisfaction 
of the owner. In the same manner, in tho ease in question, even though the 
uncemented slabs would be quite sufficient for the pui*pose of pounding the Soina 
for the main Jyotifitoma, — yet, as we are cognisant of the fact that the cementing of 
the slabs brings prosperity, the cementing should be done ; and it would serve the 
useful purpose of bringing prosperity to the performer. — See Tanfmvarfffca— Trans.,, 
p. 1240. 
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for the term * dlrgha-8oma\ this may be taken as pertaining to the per- 
former, — the Soma-sacrifice performed by a Hall’ dir glia') person being 
called ‘ Dir gha- Soma 


SUTRA (27). 

[Answer] — It must pertain to the Sacrifice : as otherwise 
THE commendation WOULD BE INEXPLICABLE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the ‘cementing’ should find place in the main 
Jyotisfoma; it should be done only at that Soma-sacrifice which is long- 
protracted, — the * dlrghah^a' {length) pertaining to the sacrifice, not to the 
performer, — Why ? — Because ^otherwise the commendation would he inexpli- 
cable ’ ; in the text in question, we have the commendatory term ‘ dhrtyai ’ 
which means ‘ for the purpose of securing proper support’. What happens 
at the long-protracted Soma-sacrifice is that the Soma is pounded with 
stones over and over again; so that there is fear of the slabs on which 
Soma is pounded breaking under the strain; and hence in this case the 
‘ cementing ’ serves the purpose of making the slabs capable of ‘ supporting ’ 
the strain, — and thus the commendatory term becomes applicable [which 
could not be the case in the main J gotisfoma, whore there are only three 
extractions of juice and hence the pounding is done only thrice]. — For this 
reason the ‘cementing’ should be removed (from the ‘context’ of the 
Jyotistoma, and done at the long -protracted Soifua- sacrifice), 

[The conclusions hitherto reached are -(1) That the ‘cementing’ is not to be 
done at the main Jyotistoma in general, — ^nor (2) at the main Jyotistoma performed by 
a tall person, -Then the third alternative is taken up — viz. that it should bo done 
at the other * forms ’ of the Jyotistoma. Sutra (2S) objects to this view -Siitra (29) 
answers these objections and sets forth the final Siddhunta~viz. that the ‘cement- 
ing’ should be done at those ‘forms’ of the Jyotistoma which are long-protracted. 

It has to be noted that the Bhasya urges, in favour of this Siddhanta, the argu- 
ment that this preserves the connection of the ‘Context’, as the ‘Forms’ are 
forms of the Jyotistoma, and the Context is of the Jyotistoma; so that in this 
Siddhanta, there is no ‘removal’ of the Cementing from the * Context’ of the Jyo- 
tisdomn. — ft has to be borne in mind that according to what follows under 3. 6. 41- 
43, the other ‘ forms ’ of the Jyotistoma do not belong to the same ‘ Context ’ as the 
n\Bk\n J yotistmna itself; they are so many modifications of the Jyotistoma, and 
have distinct results of their own. —See Tantravartika — Trans., p. 1243 and p. 1.579. 

It may bo pointed out here that the Jyotistoma sacrifice is made up of seven 
‘ Samsthaa ’ or ‘ Forms ’ ,- — of which the following four are the more important 
ones — (1) The * Agnistoma'* , which ends with the Yajhayajhiya Hymn, (2) the 
‘ Ukthya \ ending with the Ukthya Hymn, (3) the *Sodashin \ and (4) the * Ati- 
ratra\—Oi these the Agnistoma is the one most intimately related to the Jyotisto- 
ma; as there can be no Jyotistoma without the Agnistoma; while, even without 
the Ukthya and the other ‘forms’, the character of * Jyotistoma* remains intact. 
The ‘Context* therefore belongs to the Jyotistoma in its Agnistoma form; and 
the other ‘ forms ’ are therefore out of that ‘ Context ’.] 
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SUTRA (28). 

[Final Porvapaksa] — “As regards the ‘(other) Forms*, [if the 
TERM ‘ DIRGHA-SOMA ’ WERE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THESEI, 
THERE WOULD BE NO PECULIARITY IN THE ‘SUPPORT* 

required; just as there is none in THE 

CASE OF THE TERM STANDING FOR THE 
PERFORMER [so that the com- 
mendatory term ‘ dhftyai * 
would remain 
inexplicable].** 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra should be taken as following after a few words. — ^What are 
these words ? — They are as follows — “ Why cannot the cementing find a place 
in the other Forms ? If it did, then the Context would be duly honoured, and 
the term ‘ dlrgha-soma ’ also would become applicable, — because the * Soma- 
sacrifice ’ is longer protracted at the Ukthya and other Forms than at the 
Agnistoma (which is the first and the inseparable Form of the Jyotistoma)'* 
It is in answer to these words that we have the Sutra (28), which 
embodies the following Purvapaksa — “ Even though the Forms be long-pro- 
tracted, the commendatory term cannot be applicable to them ; because the 
quantity of Soma at these is the same (as that at the ordinary Jyotisfoina), 
— the injunction on this point being that ‘ one should measure out ten hand- 
fulls ’ . So that in the case of the other Forms also, there would be no more 
‘ support ’ needed for the slabs than in that of the Jyotistoma. For these 
reasons, the * cementing ’ must bo removed from the ‘ context * (and should 
not be done either at the main J yoti§toma or at its other Forms).'* 

SUTRA (29). 

[Final Siddhanta] — In fact, it should be done at the ‘ Ukthya ’ 

AND OTHER FORMS ; AS THE PURPOSE TO BE SERVED 
IS PRESENT IN THEIR CASE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that there should be ‘removal* of the ‘cementing* (from 
the Context); in fact, in consideration of the Context, there should be no 
such ‘removal’. — As for the term * dirgha-soma', this is quite applicable 
to the said Forms, because they extend over a long time. — As regards 
the quantity of Sotna, that also is larger at these Terminuses than at the 
Agnistoma-, because the number of offerings go on increasing at the said 
Forms, — and until there is an increase in the quantity of the substance 
offered, there can be no increase in the number of offerings. — [It might 
be argued that the number of offerings might be increased by increasing 
the number of offering-cups, among whom the same small quantity of Soma 
might be distributed; but] — The name * graha* (offering-cup) is applied 
to the cup only when it is full : hence one could not take up for offering. 
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the cups that would be not full Thus then there being a large quantity of 
Soma to be pounded, there would be fear of the slabs breaking, and hence 
the securing of proper ‘ support * becomes desirable ; and this renders the 
commendatory term ^dhrtyaV quite explicable (and applicable). 

SUTRA (30). 

[Objection] — “There being no difference in the two cases, 

THE commendation WOULD BE MEANINGLESS IN BOTH — IF 
THIS IS URGED [then the answer would be as in 
the following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent] — *‘If you hold the view that in the case of the 
other Forms, there being an increase in the quantity of the substance to 
be offered, the commendatory word becomes quite applicable, — then our 
answer is that it is not so ; because even so, the commendation would be 
meaningless. — Why so ? — Because there V'ould be no difference in the tiro cases, 
regarding the quantity of Soma ; that is to say, the quantity of Soma re- 
quired at the IJkthya and other Forms would be the same as that at tht‘ 
Agnistoma ; as at the Ukthya and other Forms also, only ‘ ten handfulls ’ of 
Soma would have to be secured. — ‘ But for special purposes, the quantity of 
the substance to be offered would have to be increased.’ — The substance to 
bo offered having been declared to be * ten handfulls ’ how could that be 
increased ? For instance, in a CEise where the number of parvas (joints) 
in the Sornadwig has been fixed at three, it will not do for one to have a 
piece with a large number of joints. — Thus then, the support required being 
the same in both cases, the commendatory word remains inapplicable in the 
case of the other Forms. Consequently, there should be ‘removal* (of the 
‘ Cementing’ from the Context).” 

SUTRA (31). 

[Answer] — It would be quite applicable, as there is no 
FIXITY* (IN THE QUANTITY PRESCRIBED). 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to say that there should bo ‘ removal * (of the ‘ Cement- 
ing’) ; because it could be done at the Forms (of the Jyotistoma), where- 
by the Context would be duly honoured. — As for the commendation, it 
would be quite applicable when the quantity of the offering- substance is 
increased in accordance with the needs of the situation, — As to how the 


♦ The term * Anityatvat ’ has been translated in accordance with the inter- 
pretation of the Bimsya; according to>Kumftrila, who rejects this interpretation, 
the term stands for the absence of restriction regarding the quantity of Soma, 
which is distinctly declared in such texts as ‘ AvishiHan arhahun abhyuhSt ’. — See 
Tantravartika — ^Trans., p. 1245. 
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-quantity could be increased (when the quantity has been fixed at * ten 
handfulls ’ of Soma-twigs, each of which should be three- jointed), — this could 
be done by taking up twigs in which the joints would be at longer intervals 
(so that the three-jointed twig in this case would make a much larger bulk 
than the same in the other case); — further, at the third ^ Extraction \ one 
piece of Soma is pounded, — the exact size of this ' piece ’ is nowhere laid 
down ; so that one could take up a piece which may have several joints 
or thicker joints, — whereby there would be an increase in the quantity 
of the ofiering-substance ; and in this manner the commendation becomes 
quite applicable. — For these reasons it becomes established that the 
‘Cementing’ is to be done at the Forms (other than the Agnistoma) [i.e. 
at the Ukthya and other Forms of the Jyotistoma^) [and as for ‘ removal’ 
or ‘ non-removal’, this would be a case of ‘ non-removal ’ if the ‘ Context’ 
of the Forms is taken to be the same as that of the Jyoti§toina itself ; and 
it would bo one of * removal ’ if the ‘ Context ’ of those Forms is differ- 
ent from that of the Jyotisfoma — as has been proved to be the case under 
3. 6. 41-43]. 

[Kumarila finds fault with this form of the Siddhdnta ; according to 
him the Siddhdnta should be that the Cementing should find a place, — 
not only at the Ukthya and other Forms of the Jyotistoma itself, — but at 
all Soyna-sacrijices with the single exception of the Agnistoyna, — See Tanlra- 
vdrtika — Trans., pp. 1246-1246.] 



Adhikarai^a (12) : The prohibition of the ^ Pravargya ’ 
pertains to the first performance of the Jyotistoma. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PCtrvapaksa] — ‘‘The text containing the numerical 

ADJECTIVE SHOULD PERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICE, 

BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT.” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotis^ioma, with reference to the Pravargya^ 
we have the text — ‘ Na prathamayajne pravrnjydt — dvitlye trtlye vd pravrn- 
jydt * [‘ One should not perform the Pravargya at the first sacrifice ; one 
should perform it at the second or third*]. 

[.As a matter of fact, the Pravargya is laid down without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, — the injunction, * Yat pravargyam pravrfijyat \ standing by 
itself ; and it is only through the syntactical connection of such sentences as- - 
*Purastddupa3acldm pravargyam charanti' [‘Before the Vpaaads^ihey perform the 
Pravargya’*'\ — that it becomes connected with a sacrifice; and this Pravargya 
betakes itself to the Jyotiatoma in accordance with Sutra 3, 0. 2 ; specially as it is 
only in connection with the JyotiHpma that the Upasada are performed. It is in 
this sense that the Bhaaya has spoken of the Pravargya as connected with the 
JyotiHoma. — Or, it may be that in the Kauaitaki Brdhmana, the injunction of the 
Pravargya is found in the section on Jyotiatoma (8. 2), and the statement of the 
Bhaaya is based upon this. — Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1247. — The latter explanation 
is bettor ; for, if the Bhaaya — and the Sutra —had in mind that injunction of the 
Pravargya which is not found in the section on any sacrifice, then in the Sutm, the 
Purvapakaa view could not have been based upon ‘ Context It is clear, therefore, 
that the Sutrakara and the Bhdayakdra both had the Kauaitaki Text in mind.] 

In regard to the said prohibition of Pravargya, there arises the (juestion — 
Is the Pravargya to be omitted at all performances of the Jyotisto'tna ? — Or, 
does the prohibition apply only to its first performance ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : — The prohibition 
pertains to the Jyotistoma absolutely (in all its performances). — Why ? — 
Because of the mention of the sacrifice \ that is, the term * pralhama* stands 
for the sacrifice of the Jyotistoma*, because that the name ^ prathama * (first) 
applies to the Jyotistoma is clear from the following text * Esa vdva prathamo 
yajhdndm yat jyoiistomah, ya eierva anistvd athdnyena yajate etc.’ [‘The first of 
sacrifices is the Jyotistoma, if one performs any other sacrifice without hav- 
ing performed this etc. etc.*]. Here we find that it is the Jyotistoma that is 
spoken of by the expression ‘ yajhdndm prathamah' (‘ the first of sacrifices’). 
Thus, then, if the prohibition in question is taken as pertaining to this scLcrifice 
{Jyotistoma), the ‘Context’ becomes honoured. — For these reasons the pro- 
hibitive text containing the numerical adjective {* prathama^) should be 
taken as prohibiting the Pravargya at the JyotistomaP 
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StJTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the numerical adjective is a rela- 
tive TERM, IN reference TO THE PERFORMER; BECAUSE THE 
Indicative Power op the term is actually 

DETERMINED BY THAT. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not true that the prohibition pertains to the sacrifice (Jyotiatoma ) ; 
because in all the four Vedas there is no mention of any sacrifice of the name of 
* Pratkama-yajna" (‘first sacrifice’). What is * first ^ is the performance of 
a sacrifice, by a certain person ; the term ‘ first ’ applying to the performance, 
in relation to the second and subsequent performances ; and hence this term 
can pertain to the performance of a sacrifice, not to the sacrifice itself. Then 
again, that the term ‘ first ’ refers to the performance of a sacrifice we learn 
directly from the word, while the idea of its referring to the sacrifice can 
be obtained only through the connection of the sacrifice with the perfor- 
mance; and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than Indirect Indica- 
tion. Hence the Pravargya is to be omitted at the first performance (of 
the Jyotiatoma). 

As for the argument that “inasmuch as the phrase ^ prathamah' is in 
the same case as ‘ Jyotiatoma ’ [in the text ‘ Eaa vava prathamo yajnarKhnyat 
jyotiatomah'], it must be taken as denoting that sacrifice”, — this co-exten- 
siveness (apposition) between the two can be based only on indirect indica- 
tion; and this has been already rejected (on the basis of Direct Assertion). 

Lastly, as for the argument that “ in the compound ‘ prathamayajnak ’ , 
the term ^prathama' is co-oxtensive with the term * yajna' [and hence it 
must stand for the yajna, not for the performance] ”, — this does not mili- 
tate against our view, as the term ‘ yajna ’ is connotative of the ydya, sacri* 
flcial performance. 



Adhikaraisia (13) : The grinding of ^Pusan's share" is to 
he done only at the Ectypal Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (34). 

The grinding of ‘ POsan’s share’ should be taken as pertain- 
ing TO THE RoTYPE *, AS IT HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED IN REFER- 
ENCE TO THE Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

[Though this Adhiharana is on the same lines as Adhikarana (11), yet it has 
been brought in here as serving to introduce the next two Adhikarnnas bearing upon 
* Pusan’s share *. ] 

In connection with the Darsh^puri/uirrmsa, wo have the text — ‘ Tasmat 
puad prapistahlidgah adatko hi sah* [‘Therefore Pusan has his share ground, 
as he is toothless ’] (cf. Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 8. 5).-->In regard to this, there arises 
the question — Is this grinding of Pusan’s share to be done at the Archetype 
(the Darshapurnamdsa) ? — Or at the Retype (some modification of the 
IMrah^ipurnamnsa) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that it should he done at the Archetype; — 
why ? — because of the Context. — It might be argued that Pusan has not 
been declared to be the recipient deity of any offering at the Archetype. — 
As for that, the term * Pusan' may be taken as denoting any one of the 
several deities to whom offerings are made at the Archetype. 

As against this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — The grinding of 
‘Pusan’s share’ can be enjoined only in connection with a sacrifice where 
an offering is actually made to Pusan ; — at the Archetype, Pusan is not 
a deity to whom an offering is made ; — hence the grinding has to be removed 
from the Context. — As regards the statement that “the term * pusan ’ may 
be taken as denoting any one of those to whom offerings are made at the 
Archetype”, — the word could bo taken in this (indirect) sense, only if there 
were no deity to whom the name ^ pusan' applied directly. — “If the grinds 
ing is done at another sacrifice, then the Context would be discarded ”, — Let 
it be discarded, when what discards it is Syntactical Connection (which is 
more authoritative than Context). 

In reality however, there can bo no doubt on this point at all ; we may 
assert it as an established fact that the grinding of Pusan's share should be 
done at the Ectype, not at the Archetype^ for the simple reason that Pusan 
has not been enjoined as a deity at the Archetype. 

“ Why then should this well-estahlish&i fact be introduced hero at all ? ” 

It is introduced hero with a view to pave the way for the following 
discussion. 
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Adhik ARANA (14) *. The ' grinding of Pumn's share^ 
can be done only when the material is " Charu\ 
Cooked Rice. 

SUTRA (35). 

I PCjrvapaksa] — ‘‘The (miNniNd is to be done to all offerino- 

JVTATKRIALS ; AS THERE IS NO DISTINCTION AMONG THEM.” 

Bhdsya. 

It has boon assorted that Hho grinding of Bumn'fi share", laid down in 
tho ‘Context’ of the Arehotypo, should b(^ done at tho Ketypo. — Now thore 
arises the rpiostion — Is tho grinding to be done to (all offering-materials)— 
Rice, Animal -flesh and Cake ? — or to Rice only ? 

Tho J*yrv(ipakm view is that it is to be done to all — th(^ Rico, tho 
Animal-flosh and tho Ca.kf‘ ; —why ? — because there is no disLinction among 
them ; as there is no ground for discrimination, tht? * grinding ’ should be 
done to all tho ofToring-matorials. 

SUTRA (36). 

ISiddhanta] — In reality the ‘ ortndjn(j ’ should be done 
TO THK Rkje only; in the case of the Cake, 

it is IMPLIEIl BY ITS VERY NATURE; AND 
IN THE CASE OF AnIMAL-FLESH, 

IT COULD NOT BE DONE 
TO IT, AS ITS VERY 
PURPOSE WOULD 
BE DEFEATED. 

Bhmya, 

Tho ‘grinding of Pusan’s share’ is to bo done to tho Bice only. — As re- 
gards the Cake, tho grinding of tho corn is imi>lied by its very nature, as un- 
less tho corn is ground (there could bo no flour and hence) no Cake could be 
made ; theroforo in connection with tho Cako, no injunction (of grinding) is 
necessary. — Thc'i grinding could not bo done to tho Animal-flesh \ for if tho 
Heart and other limbs of tho animal’s body were ground down, then they 
would lose their shape. — “What is the harm if they do?” — In that case, 
there could be no ‘ slicing ’ of the Heart and other limbs, in accordance with 
tho injunction that ‘ one should slice the Heart first, etc. etc ’. — (Taitti. Sarh. 
6. 3. 10. 4.) — In the same manner the other slicings also could not bo done. 
— ‘'It is quite possible to make slices out of tho Heart that has been 
ground down”. — We say, no\ it is the particular shape, not the lump of 
flesh, to which the name * Heart * is applied ; as has been declared under the 
SHtra 1. 3. 33, where it has been shown that ‘ what is denoted by the word 
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is the shape \ — Even though it may be possible to make out of the ground 
flesh a lump having the shape of the Heart and other limbs, yet people would 
be bewildered regarding the exact point at which the slicing should be done. 
— From all this, the injunction of * grinding of Pusan’s share ’ should be 
taken as pertaining to the B.ice only. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection] — “The same may be said of the Rice also/’ — if 
THIS IS uiKSED |thon, the answer would be as in the 
following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Op[)onentJ — “If your view is that ‘the grinding could not 
be done to the Animal-flesh because its very purpose would be defeated' — 
then our answer is that the purpose would be similarly defeated in the case 
of Rice also; as a matter of fact, the name ‘ Charu' is applied to the rice 
when each grain is cooked and stands distim5t from the rest; if the rice 
were ground down, it would become either doughy or gruel or like oil-cake 
[and it would not bo ‘ cooked rico’J.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Answer] — No; as it is a name based upon ‘being cooked’. 

Bhd§ya, 

Our answer to the objection (put forward in Su. 37) is as follows: — 
It is true that the word * charu' is applied to the rice when each grain 
is cooked and stands distinct from the rest ; — as wo find in such assertions 
as ‘ such chnru is given in which each grain is cooked and stands distinct 
from the rest ’ ; — but the use of tho name ‘ charu ' is not based upon the 
fact of ‘ each grain being cooked and standing distinct from tho rest * ; 
if this fact of ‘ each grain being cooked and standing distinct from tho rest ’ 
were tho basis of the use of the name * charu', then it could not bo applied 
to cooked rice- flour \ while as a matter of fact, the name is applied to 
cooked rice-flour. Therefore the basis of the application of tho name 
‘ charu ' must consist in some factor that is common to both (cooked grains 
of rice and cooked rice-flour). — It is this common factor that is pointed out 
in tho Sutra ‘bocaus(^ it is a name based upon being cooked'. The sense 
of the reply is that the purpose is not defeated in the case of grinding being 
done to the charu; — why ? — because it is a name based upon * being cooked' ; 
i.e. the name ‘ charu ' is one that is based upon ‘ being cooked ’ ; so that 
what is connoted by the term ‘ charu ' is that rice which has been cooked by 
internal heat and from which the water has not been ‘ strained ’ ; it is in this 
sense that people are found to apply the name ‘ charu ' to cooked rice-flour 
as well as to the rice cooked with grains standing apart. 

The use of this discussion as already indicated under the two views, 
is this that according to the Purvapak^, tho ‘ grinding ’ is to bo done to the 
animal-flesh also, while according to the Siddhdnta, it is to be done to 
the cooked rice only. 



Adhikarai^ia (15) : The grinding of ^ Pusan^s share^ is 
to he done only in cases where the offering is 
made to Pusan alone. 

SOTRA (39). 

It should bk done only when thebe is a single deity ; 

AS IT IS MENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH 
ONE (deity) only. 

Bhdsya. 

It has boon established that * the grinding of Puaan's share' should bo 
done at the Kotype, — and only to cooked rice, — ^Now there arises the question — 
Is the {iriYiditig to bo done only when the substance is to be offered 
to tho single deity, Pusan ? Or also when the substance is to be offered 
to two deities ? — ** What is an instance of an offering being made to two 
deities ? ” In the second Isti of the three offerings in the Rdjasuya sacrifice, 
we have the injunction * Saumapa'usrw ekfUiashakapdle aindrdpausnashcharuh 
shydvo dakaiim', where we find mentioned the ' aindrapausna charu'^ i.e. 
‘cooked rice dedicated to Indra^Pusan', wherein we have an instance of 
an offering to two deities. 

On this point, tho apparently right view is that tho grinding should be 
done to only that substance which is meant for being offered to a single 
deity why ? because it is fnetUioneti in connection with a single deity \ just as 
we found in tho case of the ‘quartering* (of the cake dedicated to Agni 
alone )[ — vide above, 3. 1, 20-27]. 

SUTRA (40). 

Also be(3ause of the conflict of character involved. 

Bhdsya, 

In the case of tho substance to be offered to two deities, there would be 
a conflict of character ; (strictly according to the injunction) the share of 
Pusan would bo ground, not the share of the other deity ; so that if Pusan's 
portion would be ground, that of the other deity would have to be left 
un-ground; and the cooking of tho whole would be very uneven; so that, 
as the name ' charu ’ is based upon ‘ being cooked there would be an incon- 
gruity in the application of this name to what has not been properly 
(evenly) cooked.— If then, people wore to grind the whole of tho substance 
tho portion of Pusan as well as that of the other deity, — then there would 
be a confusion regarding their respective portions (which could not be dis- 
tinguished from one another). — “ Where would be the harm in that ? ’* — The 
portion of one would become offered to the other, and in this something 
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would be done which would not be in strict accordance with the Veda. — For 
these reasons, the grinding should be done to only that substanco which is 
meant to be offered to the single deity (Pusan). 

SOTRA (41). 

[Says the POevapaksin] — “In kbality, it should be done to a 

SUBSTANCE MEANT FOR PuSAN COUPLED WITH A SECOND 
deity; as THE PRESENCE OF THAT DEITY IS THE 
ONLY CONDITION LAID DOWN.’* 

Bhdsya. 

“Wo find the grinding laid down on the ground of the substance being 
meant to be offered to the particular deity in the toxt—* Pusan should 
have ground substanco assigned as his share*. Even when the ‘grinding* 
is done to the substanco intended for being offered to two deities (Pusan 
coupled with another deity), the portion assigned to Pusan continues to bo 
‘ of ground substance*. — Such is not the case with the Quartering of the Cake 
(which has been cited by the Siddhdntin as an analogical case) ; because the 
Quartering is laid down as to bo done to the ‘ Agneya cake *, where the nomi- 
nal affix (*dhak \ in the term * agneya') is such as can be there only when 
the name of A gni appears singly, not when it is coupled with the name of 
another deity. — Similarly in the case of the term ‘ indrapita * (see 3. 2. 39-40), 
the compounding is with ‘ indra * standing by itself, and not as coupled with 
the name of another deity. In the case in question on the other hand, the 
compound * prapistu-bhdgah' (as qualifying * Pusan') is a Bahuvrlhi com- 
pound (meaning ‘one whose portion consists of ground grains *);— and 
this compounding is possible in the case of the component words being 
‘ capable ’ of being compounded ; so that there would be no incongruity in 
the grinding of the substance meant for two deities [as oven so Pusan could 
continue to bo ‘one whose portion consists of ground grains*]. — Because, 
whether the Rice is meant to be offered to Pusan only, or to Pusan along 
with another deity, — in either case — * Ptisan's share* should bo ground.*’ 

SUTRA (42). 

[Pff BVAPAK§A ARGUMENT CONTINUED] — “ AlSO BECAUSE WE FIND TEXTS 
INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There are texts also, indicative of the same conclusion : For instance, 
*in the text — ‘ Pusan is one whose share consists of ground grains, as he is 
toothless' (Tai. Sam. 2. 6. 8. 5), — the commendatory expression (‘ ho is tooth- 
less’) indicates that the grinding is to be done on account of the connection 
with the particular deity (Pusan). — Similarly, there is the text — ‘ Saumd- 
pausvMm charum nirvapet n^mapistam pashukdmah' [‘One desiring cattle 
should offer half-ground ch>aru to Soma-Pusan * — Mai. Sarh. 2. 1. 5], which 
shows that the Rico is to be half -ground •, i.e. half of it is to be ground 
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and half loft un ground, — when it is moant for two deities ; so that this 
text also indicates the fact that the grinding is to bo done on account of 
the connection of the particular deity (Pusan),'* 

SUTRA (43). 

[PCrvapaksa argument concluded] — “ There would be grinding 

OF ALL, IF IT WERE AN INJUNCTION ; AS THE GRINDING 
WOULD BE SCRIPTU RALLY AUTHORISED IN REFERENCE 
TO THAT ; AND FOR THE ‘ OhARU THERE 
WOULD BE NO (tRINDIN(J, AS THERE 
WOULD BE NO USE FOR IT.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The 8utra is to bo taken as providing the answer to the question — 
‘ why cannot thcj text “ Hautndpaiisfmm charum nirvnpet nemapistam *’ bo 
taken as an injunction by itself (laying down the half -grinding of a certain 
substance intended for the joint-deity Soma -Pusan and not as simply 
indicating the fact of the grinding being dependent upon the connection of 
a certain deity)?’ — The answer to this (provided in the Sutra) is as 
follows; — If this wore an injunction, then it would enjoin, in roforonco to 
Sotna-Pu§an only, the grinding of all the three substfinces — Rico, Animal- 
flesh, and Cake;— and then, if the sentence wore taken as enjoining the 
connection of Sotmi-Pusan with the ‘ Hice*, as also with the ‘ half -ground ’ 
character, — then there would be a syntactical split. Hence all that the 
injunction coidd be taken to mean would bo that * there should be half- 
grinding of whatever is meant for Soma-Pusan* \ so that what would be 
‘ scripturally authorised ’ would bo the ‘ half-grinding ’ only with reference 
to Sonui-Pusan [and this would mean the grinding of all the substances. 
Cake, Animal-flesh, and Rice, that might be meant for Sonm-Pu^an '], — In 
fact, the sentence in question could bo taken as an injunction only (a) if 
in the case of the Cake, the grinding of all the grain needed for it were 
taken as implied by the very nature of the cake itself, — and (6) if, on 
account of no useful purpose being served by it, the grinding were taken as 
not applicable to the Animal-flesh and the Rico : — and in that case tlu 5 
word * cfuiru' in the seiiteiu^e could not bo taken as meant to signify its 
own meaning [i.e. it would be meaningless]. — >If, on tho other hand, the sen- 
tence is taken as a mere reference to the grinding (and not as an injunction 
of it), then there would bo none of these incongruities; and being a mere 
reference, the sentence can bo taken as a mere iwiicative (of the fact of the 
gritiding being done on account of tho coimection with a particular deity). — 

‘ But in the case ot tho Animal-flesh, there could be no grinding, for fear of 
the disappearance of tho limbs (required)*. — Not so, we reply; no limbs 
would be destroyed in tho case of half -grinding, as the offering could be 
made out of the unground portion of tho limb ; and after all tho grinding is 
meant to serve only a transcendental (not a visible purpose). [So that the 
cutting out of the Heart and other limbs to be offered could be done before 
the flesh is ground, — says Tanlravdrtika — Trans., p. 1266.] ” 
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SUTRA (44). 

[SiDDHANTIN ANSWERS) — In FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE WHEN 
THERE IS ONLY ONE (DEITY) *, BECAUSE WHAT IS EN- 
JOINED IS A DETAIL APPERTAINING TO AN OBJECT ; 

AND, AS IN THE CASE OF InDRA-AgNI, IT 
COULD NOT APPERTAIN TO BOTH 

(Indra-Pusan) ; because it 

IS NOT ENJOINED AS SUCH. 

Bhdsya. 

The (jrimiing can bo dono only to the substance meant for being oft’orod 
to a single deity, Pusan , — and not to that intended for two deities, Irulra- 
Pusan ; — why ? — because when it is said that ‘ a ground substance should be 
used as the portion of Pusan *, what is enjoined is not a characteristic of the 
deity, — but ‘ a detail appertaining to an object *. — “ What is that object ? ” — 
It is the sacrifice. — “ How do you know that what is laid down is not a 
characteristic of the deity ? — Our answer to this is that there is no share 
{ov portion) of the deity at all. — “ Why ? certainly what is offered to a deity, 
becomes its portion ”. — -What wo hold is that what is dono in the case of a 
sacriQce is that the substance is ollerod (given away) with reference to the 
deity ; but by this mere offering, the ownership of the deity over the sub- 
stance does not becorfie Cvstablished ; because the ownership is established by 
the acceptance (by the rocipitmt of the gift) ; — and there can bo no evidence 
to prove that the substance offered has been accepted by the deity ; it is only 
when one accepts, takes up (bhajate), a certain thing that that thing becomes 
his portion [bhdga) and the deity never takes up the substance offered to 
it;- -hence there can bo no such thing ‘ Pusan’s portion or share*. 

Kvcii if the substance could somehow be regarded as the ‘ portion ’ 
of th(3 deity,— tluj ‘grinding’ could never be something appertaining to the 
deity ; because, if it did not appertain to the sacrifice, it would bo entirely 
useless. — “ But being enjoined in a totally different Context, how could it 
be something appertaining to the Sacrifice ? ” — Our answer to this is that it 
would appertain to the sacrifice, on the stn^ngth of ‘ Syntactical Connec- 
tion — “ But in reality, wo find the grindmg laid down in connection with a 
deity, not in connection with a Sacrifice ’*\-—0\xv answer to that is that it 
has already been pointed out that it cannot be connected with the deity, 

(1) because there is no such thing as the ‘portion’ (of the deity), and 

(2) because it would be entirely useless (if it wore connected with the deity), 
— “ And yet it behoves you to explain how the grinding can be connected 
with the Sacrifice — That we are going to explain : — The substance that is 

-offered (at a sacrifice) in reference to Pusan is what is called ‘Pusan’s 
portion’, — i.o. it is that substance in the offering whereof the deity is 
Pusan ; — now when the offering is made to the joint deity Jiulra-Pu^an, the 
deity of that offering is not ‘ Pusan ’ ; as the rice that is offered does not 
become subject to the ownership of ‘ Pusan ’ ; hence it follows tliat when 
the offering is made to Indra-Pu§an, there is no connection established 
between the Rice (offered) and ‘ Pu§an\ It is only when Pu§an alone by 
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himself is the deity of the offering that what is dedicated to him may be- 
come his * portion “ Why so ? ** — Because it is a well-known fact that it is 
only when something is dedicated or made over to one that it becomes 
one’s ‘ portion — Thus, even though Pusan would be helping the joint-deity 
‘ Indra-Pusan ’ by utterance of his name, — i.o. by reason of the presence of 
his name in the name of the joint deity, he may bo rendering some help to 
that joint deity, — yet what has been offered to the two deities (i.e. joint 
deity) does not become his (Puaan^s) ‘portion’ ; for the simple reason that 
It has not been dedicated to him. — From all this it follows that the grinding 
is to bo done to that Rico in the offering of which the deity is * Pusan ^ 
(alone), and not to that in the offering whereof there are two deities. 


SOTRA (45). 

As FOK ‘toothlessness’, it is only a commendatory reason. 

Bhdsya, 

Tt has been argued (under Sutra 42) that- -“the phrase ‘ because he is 
toothless’ indicates that tlu) grinding is something appertaining to the 
deity”. — But tliis phrase is ‘only a commendatory reason’, and as such 
could be explained also on the basis of the Siddfuinta view. 

SUTRA (46). 

As FOR THK other SENTENCE, IT WOULD BE AN INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsija. 

’Fho other argument that has been urged (by the Purmpakain, under 
8u. 42) is to the effect that— “ the sentence ‘ Saumdpauanarh charum 
nirvapH netnapialum^ indicates that grinding is to be done in the case of 
the substance offered to two deities, and by declaring that half of the sub- 
stance is to bo ground and the other half is to be left unground, it indicates 
the grinding to be something appertaining to the deity ”. — Our answer to 
this is that, if such were the moaning of the sentence, then, — inasmuch as 
it would bo dealing with what has not been enjoined elsewhere, — ‘ it would 
be an Injunction'. — “But, if it were an injunction, then a single sentence 
would be injunctive of several things.” — The answer to this is that, if, 
according to one view, it becomes injunctive of several things, then that 
contingency could be avoided by accepting the other view ; and if there were 
no other view possible, then, with a view to save the sentence from be- 
conung useless, wo might oven accept the view that it is injunctive of 
several things. 

Thus it becomes established that there is to be no grinding of Rico 
meant for being offered to two deities. 


Thus etida Pdda Hi of Adhydya III. 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA IV. 

ADHiKARATiiA (1) : The Declaration regarding ‘nivUa" 
is purely commendatory. 

SUTRA (1). 

fPilRVAPAKf^A (A)l — “T he ‘nivIta’ should be regarded (as 

ENJOINED) AS AN ATTRIBUTE OF THE MAN ; BECAUSE THE TEXT 
SPEAKS OF MAN AS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, wo read — ^ Nimtam nuinu- 
8ydndm-~Prdchindvitam pitfimm — UpavUam devdndm — JJpnvyayate 
lakpnatneva tat Icurule ’ [‘ I'he Nivita i« for inon, the Prdchindvita for the 
Pitra and tho UpavUa for celoHtial boingyi ; when one adopts the UpaviUi 
form, he wears tho mark of celestial beings'] ('J'aitti. Sam. 2. 5. 11. 1). 

[Those tliree are the names given to tho tlireo modes of wearing tho upper 

cloth : — (1) When it is worn over tho neck, the two ends hanging along the 
two sides of tJie neck, or tho chest, it is the Nivita form; (2) when it is 
worn over the right shoulder and passes under tho left arm- pit, it is Prd' 
chlnavita ; (3) when it is worn over the loft shoulder and passes under the 
right arm-i)it, it is Upavita,] 

Now, in regard to the clause ‘ Nivitam rnariuaydndm * (‘ tho Nivita is 
for men ’], there arise the following questions : — (a) Is tliis an injunction 
or a commendatory declaration ? [i.e. is it mandatory or only com- 
mendatory ?]— (6) If it is an Injunction, is what is enjoined an attribute of 
the Man or of the action (sacrifice) ? — and (c) Does tho injunction apper- 
tain to those acts of men [such as tho Anvdhdryapachana and the like — 
Tantravdrtika] which are laid down in the same context (of tho Daraha- 
PurvMmdaa) or to those acts in which men are tho predominant factors 
[such as tho honouring of guests and the like — TarUravdrtika] ? 

On these questions, we have the following Purvapakfa : — “ The clause 
in question is an injunction, and what is enjoined is an attribute of the 
Man. — ^If the sentence is taken as an Injunction, then alone it can lay down 
something not already known, and hence serve a useful purpose ; otherwise 
'(if it is not taken as an Injunction), it remains a mere assertion, and hence 
useless. — If the sentence is an Injunction, then the atiribute laid down in 
the sentence ‘ NivUam manu^jdfjdim ’ must belong to Man ; as the declara- 
tion is one in which man figures as the predomiruinl factor, — ‘ How do you 
know this ? ’ — ^In the sentence, the men are not enjoined ; — ^what is en- 
joined is the Nivita ‘ for men ’ ; as what is not enjoined cannot become an 
accessory to anything ; — if men also were taken as enjoined by the sentence, 
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then there would V)t3 a vsyntactical split. Hence it is concjluded that the 
Nivita (which is enjoined) is helpful to man. — ‘ From the Context it is clear 
that it is helpful to the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice.’ — But Syntactical Connec- 
tion is more authoritative than Context, Further, if Men were the sub- 
ordinate factor, then as case-terminations are meant to be significant, 
the term denoting men would have taken the instrumental ending ; as a 
matter of fact, however, wo find the Genitive ending (in the word ‘ manu- 
sydndm), which denotes relationship. In fact, if the men were the sub- 
ordinate factor, then, it would not be necessary to inention the men at all ; 
as, naturally, what had to bo dorm could })e done by men only ; if, on the 
other hand. Men form the predominant factor, then it is necessary to men- 
tion them.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Objection to the POrvapaksa] — ^The sentence should be 

TAKEN as merely DESCRIPTIVE, AS THE THINO (NIVITA) 

EXISTS ALREADY. 

Bhdsya. 

‘ Apadesha * stands for what is already known ; the sense of the argument 
is that tlu) sentence in question cannot bo taken as an Injunction, it is 
piuely descriptive ; —why ? — because the thing exists already ; that is to 
say, it is already known that Nivita is the mode for men ; in fact, as a rule, 
men adopt the nivita form for tiieir own use. Ib^ice the sentence must 
be taken as merely descriptive. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PORVAPAK.SIN’s answer to THE OBJECTION] BUT IN REALITY, 

IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION ; AS IT LAYS DOWN 
SOMETHING NOT ALREADY KNOWN.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ The sentence must be an Injunction ; as it is only us an Injunction 
that it can serve a useful piu'pose ; otherwise it would bii a mere asser- 
tion, and hence useless. Tlien again, a sentence is to be regarded as des- 
criptive only when it spetiks of something already known ; the sentence in 
question however lays down something not already known, — viz.': 'that ‘men 
must alv'ays wear the upper cloth in the Nivita form 

SUTRA (4). 

[POrvapaksa (B) — rejecting POrvapaksa (A)] — “ Inasmuch 

AS IT IS MENTIONED IN A CONTEXT ABOUNDING IN THE 
MENTION OP PROPERTIES OF ACTIONS, — THE ‘ NlVlTA ’ 

ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED AS A PROPERTY 

OF ACTIONS.” 

Bhd§ya, 

We accept the proposition that the sentence is an Injunction; but we 
do not accept the proposition that Nivita is an attribute of Man ; — ^in fact it 
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must be the property of the Sacrifice, as is indicated by the Context ; it is 
mentioned among many such properties as belong to Actions; hence it 
must be a property of Actions.** 


SUTRA (5). 

Also because of the closing words of the sentence.*’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ The closing word with which the senteneo ‘ Nivltam tnanmydndm * 
ends is the name ‘ ddhvaryavam ’ (‘ Pertaining to, done by, the Adhvaryu 
Priest’) ; and it is only if the Nivlta is an accessory of the Darsha-Purnamma 
sacrifice that it could be ‘ done by the Adhvaryu Priest ’ ; and it is only thus 
that the indication of the Name would bo honoured.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[PflRVAPAKSA (C), SLIGHTLY MODIFYING (B)] — “ Tt MUST BE CON- 
NECTED WITH THE Context ; as such connection would in- 
volve NO INCONGRUITY.*' 

Bhdsya. 

Objeuition against the Purvapakm (B) — ‘ From CoiUext and from iVamc, 
the NlvUa appc'-ars to bo a prop(u*ty of actions; nnd irom Syntactical Con- 
neclion it appt^ars to bo an attribute of man ; heiioo (Syntactical Connection 
being more authoritative than Context and Name), the Nivlta should be 
removed from its context (and connected with Man) ’. 

“ Not so, we ro[)ly. Kvon while retaining its place in the (’ontext, 
the Nivlta may be taken as appertaining predominantly to Man. — Ffow so ? — 
It would find place in that act — of Anvdhdryapachana, for instance, — wliich, 
while forming part of tlie Darsha-PurfmmJsa sacrifice, is coriiiec.ted chiefly 
with Man ; and in this way both ‘ Context * and ' Syntactical Connection ’ 
would become honoured.” 

HUTRA (7). 

[PuRVAPAKSA (D) — MODIFYING (C)] — “ 1t MUST APPERTAIN TO AN 
ACTION WHEREIN MaN IS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR ; BE- 
CAUSE ITS MENTION IS SIMILAR (TO THAT OF THE OTHER 
MODES OF WEARING THE CLOTH, ‘ UpAVITA ETC.) ; 

AND THE OTHER FACTOR (‘ MeN ’) IS MENTIONED 
FOB THE PURPOSE OF CONNECTING WITH 

THE NivITA.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that the Nivlta should find a place in the Context ; in 
fact, it should be adopted at tluit act in wliieli man is the predominant 
factor, — such as the act of Honouring the Guest. — Why so ? — Because its 
mention is similar to that of the other mode^ ; i.e. all the three modes are 
mentioned as bemg similar ; so that (1) when it is said that ‘ Upavlta is for 
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celestial beings’, what is enjoined is that the Upavlta is to bo adopted at the 
Darsha-Furimmdaa (at which the deities form the predominant factor), — (2) 
when it is said that ^ Pmchlndvxta is for Pitra\ what is enjoined is that the 
PrdchlndviUi is to be adopted at the action whereat the Pitra form the pre- 
dominant factor ; similarly (3) when it is said that ‘ NixUta is for men % what 
is enjoined independently of the Context is that the NivUa is to be adopted 
at the act of Honouring the Guest. — ‘ How do you get the idea that it enjoins 
the NivUa as to be adopted at the act whereat Man forms the predominant 
factor T ’ — We gather this from the connection of ‘ nivita ’ with the word 
‘ manu^di^dm which has the Genitive ending. — ‘ In that case the NivUa 
should belong to the men themselves, not to an action whereat man is the 
predominant factor.’ — ^If it were taken as belonging to the men themselves, 
then it would be necessary to assume a result (following from such connec- 
tion of Nimta with men) ; when, on the other hand, it is taken as appertain- 
ing to the action whereat man is the predominant factor, the Genitive 
ending will remain, which will bring about the necessary connection (be- 
tween the Ni^Ma and Man), and yet it would not be necessary to assume a 
result [as the result of the action would bo there already]. This is what 
has been explained under Sutra ^ Sainemi vdkyabhedah ai/dt* (2. 1. 47). — 
‘ Having become syntactically connected with the action whereat Man is 
the predominant factor, the NivUa would again become similarly connected 
with the Daraha-Purnyimdsa to which the Gonteast belongs.’ — Two connections 
cannot be enjoined by one sentence ; for, if it did, there would be syntactical 
split. In fact, inasmuch as ‘ the other factor ’ — i.e. the mention of ‘ men ’ — 
is for the purpose of connecting with NivUa, — the connection of the NivUa 
with ‘ men ’ would be established directly by the words of the text, and 
when this connection would bo found to sia*ve a useful purpose, there would 
be no occasion for connecting it with the sacrilice of the ‘ Context * (i.e. 
the Darsha-Purnarndsu), — For these reasons, the indication of the ‘ Context ’ 
should bo sot aside and the NivUa should be adopted at the act of Honouring 
Quests,'* 


SUTRA (8). 

fSlDDHANTA] — I n REALITY, THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
A COMMENDATORY DECLARATION ; BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that the sentence in question is Ian Injunction, and that 
Injunction pertains to an action whereat Man is the predominant factor. 
What is assorted in the terra ‘ manusydfyim * is connection with men, not 
connection with an action at which Man is the predominant factor ; if it 
were connected with an action at which Man is the predominant 
factor, it would be necessary to assume a result ; — and lastly, if it wore 
connected with the act of Honouring Quxsis, it would be connected with an 
act which is not mentioned, which has nothing to do with the Context, and 
which can only be inferred. — “ What would be the harm in that ? ” — ^The 
harm would bo that the sentence in question, even though quite capable 
of being taken in connection with the Context, would be removed from it. — 
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** How would it be capable of being taken in connection with the Context ? ” 
— ^It could be so taken, as connected with the Context, because it is a com- 
mendcUory declaration^ and as commending what appears in the Context, 
it would remain within the Context itself ; while if it were taken as an In- 
junction, it would have to be removed from the Context , — From all these 
wo conclude that the sentence is not an injunction of something in con- 
nection with an act at which Man is the predominant factor. 


SfJTRA (9). 

Also because it is syntactically connected with an 
Injunction. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the sentence ‘ NiviUam manu^dndm 
cannot be taken as an injunction. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because it is 
syntactically connected with an Injunction : The sentence ‘ Upavyayate deva- 
laksmameva tat kurute' [which follows the sentence ^Nivitam manuka fwm'] 
is an Injunction ; and with this Injunction, the sentence in question is syn- 
tactically connected ; under the circumstances, if the sentence in question 
also were an injunction, then there would bo a syntactical split ; because there 
can bo no syntactical connection between one Injunction and another In- 
junction, as the verbal expressions are different; consequently (if the sentence 
in question were taken as an Injunction) the indication of syntactical con- 
nection would become set aside. — “ Wliat is ‘ the indication of a syntactical 
connection ’ ? ” — ^Tho indication of the syntactical connection is that the 
soiitenco ‘ Nivitam manusydndm ’ is a declaration of what is already known 
(from other sources). — “ Why then should there be a declaration of what is 
already known ? ” — For the purpose of commending the Upavita form. — 
“ In what way is the Upavita commended (by the sentence ‘ Nivitam manu- 
sydndm ’) ? ” — The idea meant t;0 be convoyed is that ‘ the Nivita form is 
not fit to bo adopted at the Darsha-Purnamdsa, which is a sacrifice offered to 
the deities, — because it belongs to men, — similarly the Prdchindvlta form also 
is for the Pitfs, and not fit for an offering to the deities, — it is the Upavita 
which is fit for that offering, — hence the Upavxta-iovm should be adopted 
(at the Darsha-Purimrmisa sacrifice).’ Just as we find in the case of such 

assertions as — ‘ The dress that this man is wearing is the dross of dancers, 

the dress that Devadatta is wearing is the dress of Brahmanas ’ — where, 
for the piupose of commending Devadatta’ s dress, the other dress (that of 
dancers) is mentioned. Similarly in the case in question, for the purpose of 
commending the Upavdta-iovva, the Nivita has been mentioned. — There is 
no such injunctive word in the sentence as that ‘ the Nivita should be adopted 
for men.’ — “ But there is the text laying down the method of Honouring 
Guests, — and this would be the injunction laying dowm that the Nivita should 
be adopted'' — Not so ; no such assumption would bo justified when the sentence 
is capable of being taken as serving the purpose of commending a certain 
act ; — because such an injunction is not perceptible, — it could therefore be 
assumed only with a view to avoiding the contingency of the sentence in 
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question becoming entirely useless; — ^when, however, this uselessness has 
become avoided (by other moans), there can bo no justification for assiiming 
anything at all. For these reasons, the sentence in question must be taken 
as a commendjitory decjlaration ; and thereby the Context, becoming recon- 
ciled with Syntactical Connection, comes to serve a most useful purpose. 

[Between Sutras 9 and 10, there are six Sutrna, embodying four Adhikaranas, 
which have not been noticed in the Bhasya^ nor by Mandana Mishra in his Mlmdm- 
sdnukramanif nor in Bfhatl or Rjuvimntd. — On this omission the following remarks 
by Kumarila {Tantravdrtika, Trans., p. 1275) are instructive : — ‘ After this (Su. 
9) there follow six Sutras which we do not find treated in the Bkdsya ; and there is 
a difference of opinion among the commentators regarding this omission. Some 
people say that the Bluisyakdrn forgot them ; others say that ho wrote comment- 
aries upon these Sutras also, but this portion of the Bhdsya has become lost to 
us ; some say he founcl them easy and not of much importance, and hence omitted 
them ; while others declare that he omitted them because they are not Jaiminrs 
Sutras at all. — In support of this last theory we have the form of Sutra (10) clc*alt 
with in the Bhdsya ' Jh'gvitfhdyashchn, etc.' — which distinctly shfiws that in Jai- 
mini’s Sutra-fext, this Sutra (10) must folk»w immediately j\fter Sutra (9) (‘ Vidhimi 
chnikavdkyatadt^). - Wo find however that all other commentators, from Kumarila 
downwards, on the Sutras have dealt with these six Sutras.'] 



ADHiKARAisrA (2) : The distribution of the directions is a 
commendatory declaration. 

SUTRA (10). 

The distribution of the directions also should be treated 

LIKE THE FORECOINQ ; SPECIALLY AS ITS CONNECTION IS 
FOR A DEFINITE PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

In conneotion with the Jyotiatoma^ wo road — ‘ Prdchlm devd abJuijanta^ 
(laksindm pitarah, p^atichirn. rnnnvsydh, 'ttdichiwasurdJi [or, according to 
others, ‘ udichim rudrdh] ’ [‘ Celestial Ijoings took over the Kast, the i^itrs 
th(5 South, human beings the A\’est, and Asnras (or according to others, the 
Rudras) tho North’]* (Taitti. Sam. 0. 1. 1. 1.) 

In regard to tlio sentence ‘ Prntichtm wammynh^" there arises the question 
— (rt) Is this sentence an 'injunction or a declaration ?— (6) If it is an Injunc- 
tion, does it enjoin an attribute of Man or a property of A(*tion ? — Or (r) 
fs what is enjoined to find a place in the Context in which it occurs, or in 
some such act, in the Context, in which Man is the predominant factor, or 
in the act of tho Honouring of Guests ? 

Tho apparent conclusion on these questions is that * this distribution of 
the directions should he treated like the foregoing^ specially as its connection is 
for a definite purpose * (Sutra). That is to say, the? distribution of the direc- 
tions that wo find in tho sentence in question should bo treated like the 
sentence speaking of " NivUa* (dealt with in tho foregoing Adhikarai^ia) ; 
so that tho view that we had as ‘ Purvapaksa ’ in regard to Nimta should 
be tlu? Purvapaksa here, — tho view that was tho ‘ middle view * (a com- 
promise) in tho former case should be tho ‘ middle view ’ here, — and tho view’ 

that was tho SiddhdtUa in that case should bo tht^ Siddhdnta hero also. For 

instance, tho Purvapaksa (A) in tho present enso would bo that — “ The 
sentence should bo regarded as an injunction, as it serves a useful purpose, 
— and what is enjoined is an attribute of Man; tho idea expressed being 
that men facing tho west or the north have tho sun behind them and hence 
arc able to perform the acts more comfortably.”-- The Purvapaksa (B) 
would bo that — “ It is an injunction and what is enjoined should, in con- 
sideration of tho Context f be taken as a propc^rty of tho Jyotistoma, and in 
consideration of tho Context arui Syntactical Connection, it should find a place 
at that act which forms part of the .lyotis^oma and at which Man is the pre- 
dominant factor, — such, for instance, as the act of giving the sacrificial fee.” 
— Purvapaksa (C) would be that — ” Tho sentences being distinct from one 
another, what is enjoined should find place in the act of Honouring O'uestsy 
— ^The Siddhdnta is that, in consideration of the Context, the sentence is 
to bo taken as a commendatory declaration, as it is manifest that it is 
syntactically connected (and is to be taken along) with tho injunction of 
* making the Prdchina'vamsha chamber 



Adhikabai^a (3) : The expressions ‘ Parusi ditam ’ and 
the rest are commendatory declarations. 

StJTRA (11). 

The same is the case with the expressions — (a) ‘PABTJ91 dita’, 

( 6 ) ‘ POBNA (c) ‘ OH^TA AND ( d ) ‘ VIDAQDHA 

Bhdsya , 

{a) In connection with the Daraha-Purtiamdaa, w© read — ‘ Yat par^uai- 
ditam tad devdndm, yadarUard tanmamiaydi^m, yat acpmulam tat pitrrndm ’ 
(Taitti. Bra. 1. 6. 8. 6) [‘ That which is cut at the joints is for celestial 
beings, that which is cut in the middle is for men, that cut at the root 
is for Pitrs’]; also (d) ‘ Yo vidogdhah aa nairrtahy yo'ahrtah aa raudrah, 
yah ahrtah aa aadevatyah, iaamddavidahatd ahrapayiiavyam aadevatvdya * 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 4) [‘ What is burnt is for the Nirrta, what is uncooked 
is for Rudra, what is cooked is for celestial beings, etc.’] ; — and (b) in connec- 
tion with the Jyotiptoma, we read — * Yai purnam tat manusydndm upari 
ardho devandm, ardhah pitrrndm" (Taitti. Sarii. 1. 6. 8. 4) [‘What is full is 
for men, what is above half for celestial beings, and half for Pitrs ’] ; — 
and again (c) ‘ OhTtam d^vdridm^ maatu pitrrndm, niapakvam manvaydimm ’ 
(Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 1. 4) [‘Clarified butter is for celestial beings, the curd- 
gruel is for the Pitra, and the melted butter is for men *]. 

In regard to the sentences speaking of man, and the on© that refers to 
Jiudra, there ari.so the following questions : — Are these injunctiona — and of 
properties of men ? Or are they commendatory declarations, and what are 
spoken of are properties of actions ? — And further, should those find place in 
that action mentioned in the context at which Man or Rudra is the pre- 
dominant factor ? Or at the action of Honouriwj Oueata ? Or is it all a 
purely commendatory declaration ? 

The apparent conclusion is that the case of all these is analogous to what 
has gone before (in the case of Nivtta) ; that is, the view that was Purvapakaa 
in connection with Nimta is the Purvapakaa her© also ; that which was the 
‘ middle view ’ there is the ‘ middle view ’ hero also ; and that which was 
the SiddhdrUa there is the Siddhdnta hero also. — For instance, here also, the 
Purvapakaa view is that — “ the sentences should bo taken as injunctions, 
because in this way they servo a useful purpose ; and what are enjoined 
should be regarded as attributes of Men, because they are connected with men”; 
— and the final conclusion is that what are spoken of, being already known 
by implication, the sentences should be taken as commendatory declarations ; 
those are known by implication, because — (a) as there would be no de- 
finiteness regarding the cutting to bo done at the top or at the root, it would 
be easier to cut at the joints [hence the propriety of the cutting being done 
at the jointa, which is regarded by the Purvapakain as what is enjoined, is 
already got at by implication] ; — (6) similarly, what is uncooked causes 
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illness, hence it is ‘ raudra \ terrible [this implies the propriety of proper 
cookirujy which is regarded by the Purvapak^n as the object of Injunction] ; 
— (c) similarly, what is ftdl is soft, and hence it is easier to deal with it 
[this implies the propriety of having fulness, which is regarded by the Piirva- 
pahsin as the object of Injunction] ; — (d) similarly, if Butter is put on the 
head, it is very pleasing to men [this implies the propriety of using Butter, 
which is regarded by the Purvapaksin as the object of injunction], — Similarly, 
the Purvapaksa view is that “ the sentences are injunctions, and what are 
enjoined should bo taken as properties of action (mentioned in the context 
itself), because of ‘ Name ’ and also because most of the details spoken of pertain 
to action ” ; — ^another Purvapaksa is that, “ in consideration of the Context 
and Syntactical Conyiection, the properties should be taken as pertaining to 
only such actions as the Anvdimrya-cooking and the giving of the sacrificial 
fee (at which Man is the predominant factor)” ; — the third Purvapaksa is 
that — “ the properties must pertain to the act of Honouring Guests, as other- 
wise there would bo syntactical split — ^and the Siddh/inta- view is that the 
sentences should bo taken as commendatory declarations, because of the 
‘ context * and because they are connected with other Injunctions ; — these 
injunctions being — (a) ‘ The cutting should bo done at the joint * (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. L 5), (6) ‘One should hold it above the hole,’ (c) ‘One should 
besmear the body with fresh butter,’ and (d) ‘ One should cook tlie sub- 
stance without burning it * (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 4). — From all this it follows 
that the sentences in question are commendatory declarations, not Injunc- 
tions. 


32 



Adiiik ARANA (4) : The Prohibition of ‘ Telling Lies ’ 
is a detail pertaining to the Sacrifice. 

8UTRA (12). 

[PObvapaksa] — “ The negative act appertains to the sacrifice, 

AND THE SENTENCE SHOUED BE TAKEN AS A REFERENCE TO A 
PERMANENT INJUNCTION, BECAUSE IT IS RELATED TO 
SUCH AN INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with tho Darshn-Purnamufta, wo moc^t with iho text 

' Nunrf am vadet' Ono Hhonld not tell a lio’l (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 5. fi). 

In regard to thit^ there arises the (question— Does this f)rohibition (of 
Lying) apply to iho context of what is done in conncnition with tho Dnrfilut- 
Pilrimmam ? Or, is it tho prohibition of an act to which ordinary man is 
mostly prone, and is addressed to man and henco appertains to him ? 

On this point we have tho following Piirmpaksa — “ It should bo regarded 
as appertaining to man (in his ordinary life) ; as th(^ prohibition is addressed 
to the man, not to tho Daraha-Purrmmasa . — Why so ? — Because the words 
of tho text denote the effort of man ; what the word ‘ vndU ’ (‘ one should 
tell ’) directly expresses is that ‘ ono should do tho telling ’ ; and in this 
tho connection of tho man (IIk^ speaker) is directly asserted ; tho connection 
of the action (sacrifice), on tho other hand, would bo only indirectly indicated 
by ‘ Context ’ ; and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is always more authoritative than 
‘Context*. — Otherwise (i.e. if the prohibition were taken as appertaining 
to tho sacrifice), tho expression ‘one should do the tolling* would have 
to bo taken as conveying tho sense that ‘ there is telling ’ ; so that tho ex- 
pression would be taken in a sense other than the one that it really ex- 
presses, and tho sense of tho injunction would thus bo something different 
from its own ; on the other hand, if the prohibition is taken as addressed 
to man, tho expression would retain its own sense. For this reason the 
advice convoyed (by tho term ^ vadet\ ‘should toll’) should be taken as 
addressed to man ; such being tho case, tho prohibition also must bo taken 
as addressed to tho same person to whom the injunctive word (affirmative) 

was addressed. — ^Now this fact — i.e. the prohibition of ‘ telling lies ’ has 

boon well known to tho man over since his Upanayana (at which his Teacher 
addressed to him the admonition ‘ never tell lies ’ ) ; henco, being related to 
that admonition, tho prohibition in question must be taken as a reference 
to that permanent admonition. — ‘ In fact tho text in question being a ShrtUi 
should bo regarded as tho basis for tho Smrti-tej^t (according to which tho 
admonition at the Upanayatm is addressed by tho Teacher) fso that it is tho 
S /i7 Ht i •tiO'Kt imder discussion that should bo regarded as the injunction^ and 
it is the <S^mfU*-text that should bo regarded as a reference to it].’ — The Shmtp 
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iAod under discussion cannot be the basis for the said Smrti4ext ; if the 8mrti 
had been based upon this Shruti-tQyLt^ then the /S^/fcr«^<i-rule also would have 
mentioned the Daraha-Purmmidsa sacrifices ; as a matter of fact also, the ad- 
monition (according to the Smrti) is addressed to the pupil at the time of 
the Upana/yana only ; and they also teach it as a duty of the man. For 
these reasons the Srrvrti-tQyit in question cannot be regarded as based upon 
the Fed/c-text in question.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be regarded as an injunction, 

BECAUSE THE CONNECTION IS DIFFERENT. 

Dhdaya. 

In reality, the sentence ‘ One should not toll a lie * should be taken as 
an injunction, pertaining to the DarsJm-Piirrkanidsa sacrifices, — and it is 
.not a mere reh^rence or reiteration. — Why so ? — Because t/ie connection is 
different. — That is to say, the Smrti -rule declares the connection of the 
man with the observance of the rule (that ‘ one should never tell a lie *) ; whili> 
what the sentence in question would do would bo to declare the connection 
of the man with the prohibition of a certain thing. Under the circumstances, 
what is found in th(^ Shriiti-text being entirely different from what is found 
in the Smrti -riilOf how could ono be a reiteration of the other ? Con- 
sequently the sente rice in question should bo taken as the injunction of the 
prohibition. 

Says the Opponent — Wo accept the conclusion that the sentence is an 
injunction ; but what w<5 hold is tliat what is enjoined pertains to tho man 
(in ordinary life), because tho otTort of tho human agent is directly expressed 
by the words.” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — ^In tho case of all verbs, what is directly 
expressed is the performance of an act, not any active agency. — “ How 
is that deduced ? ” — It is deduced from our own experience ; we actually 
cognise an action as to bo performed. — “ But people cognise also tho nomina- 
tive agent (as expressed by tho verb).” — -True, they cognise it, but not through 
the word ; — then through what ? — ^through implication ; i.e. when the action 
is enjoined as to be performed, then tho functioning of the active agency 
also becomes cognised by implication ; and what is cognised by implication 
cannot bo accepted as directly asserted ; and what is not directly asserted 
cannot bo regarded ns cognised through the syrUactical connection ; under 
the circumstances, how could it set aside the indications of the context ? 

Says tho Opponent — “ The teaching of the teachers is that ‘ the base 
and tho affix jointly express what is expressed by the affix ’ ; and from this 
it follows that the nominative agent as well as the accusative object are 
denoted by tho word ; because the teachers have made it clear — by means 
of such sutras as ‘ Kartari shap ’ (Pa. 3. 1. 68), ‘ Karmani yak^ (Pa. 3. 1. 67) — 
that the nominative and tho objective are both denoted by affixes (tho 
affix ‘ shap ’ denoting the nominative, and tho affix ‘ yak ’ denoting tho 
objective). Hence we conclude that the nominative agent and the objective 
are both expressed by words.” 



500 


SHABARA-BHA^YA : 


Annwer — Simply on tho strongth of tho word of Teachers, or of the 
authors of Sutras, nothing can taken to bo expressed by a word ; it can 
be taken to bo so only on the basis of our own cognition (experience). As 
a matter of fact, when an act is recognised as to be done, it implies all 
t.ho active agencies ; this has been already explained above. Further, the 
Teachers have nowhere declared that tho nominative agent, or the object- 
ive, is expressed by tho afTix. — “ Hut tho conjngational affix has been de- 
clared to b(» expressive of the nominative agent and of tho objective.” — The 
affix is nowhere declared to be expressive of the nominative agent or of the 
objective ; all that is declared is that ‘ when there is only one factor, th(» 
singular number should be used, — when there are two things, the dual 
number ; and when there are several things, the plural number should b(» 
used.’ There is also another declaration, which is construed to man that ^ when 
there is one nominative agent (the sing\ilar number is to bo used), — when 
there are two nominative agents (the dual number is to be used), and when 
there are several nominative agents (the ])lural numbc'r is to be used) ’ ; — 
it is in this way that the act becomes connected with the singular and other 
numbers. But thc^re is no such construction as that ‘ Kartnri hhavati ekas- 
muhsrJixi ’ (‘ it is used when there is tho ageMt and tho one ’) ; in fact it is in 
the form ‘ Kartari iJeasmin eknvnehanam ’ * when there is one agent, tho 
singular number is to b(^ used, — i.e. when tho agent is one only ’ ; similarly 
in tho case of there being two or more agents. If wo construe tho sentences 
in this manner the moaning of tho Sutra becomes explained in Jicoordance 
with logical principles, — and the words of the Siltra become logically 
connected. Tho teaching of tho scriptures is also to the same effect — that 
when unity, duality and plurality are expressed by tho affix, then tho object- 
ive and the rest come in as qualifying factors. 

Objection — “ It has also been found that when the objective and other 
things are expressed by the affix, unity and tho rest come in as qualifying 
factors.” 

Answer — As for the objective and the rest, they are got at by implica- 
tion, and they are never regarded as being expressed by words ; unity and the 
rest, on the other hand, arc never got at by implication, and hence they 
are regarded as being expressed by words. Such being the case, even though 
unity and the rest are qualifying factors, yet in this case it is the qualifying 
factor that is regarded as being expressed. For example, in the case of the 
statement — ‘ Priests with golden necklaces proceed ’ : — the wearing of the 
golden necklace is a qualifying factor, yet it is this factor that has been 
accepted as being enjoined by the sentence. For these reasons, it follows 
that what is expressed by the word is the unity of the nominative agent, 
not the nominative agent himself. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, where the nominative agent is one, 
the singular number is used, where there are two nominative agents, the 
dual number is used, and where there are several nominative agents, the 
plural number is used ; and from this it is clear that the nominative agent 
(which remains the common factor, while unity, duality and plurality are 
variable) is what is expressed by the word.” 

Answer — ^This matter cannot be determined by Inference ; in fact it is 
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a clearly perceptible fact that the cognition of the nominative agent follows 
directly from the cognition of the act to be done ; and this clear fact cannot 
be set aside. As for unity and the rest, when the singular number is 
used, it is the imity of the nominative agent that is cognised ; — when the 
dual number is used, it is the duality of the nominative agent that is cognised ; 
— and when the ])lural number is used, it is the plurality of the nominative 
agent that is cognised ; this also is a clearly perceptible fact. — Now, which 
of these two perceptible facts can an Inference set aside ? — In the case of 
words, it is found that though the word donoto^i the Class (which is one), 
yet when it takes the dual number, the diversity (duality) is understood as 
pertaining to the individual objects (includcxi under the Class), and when 
it takes the singular number, the unity cognised is that of the individual 
substance ; — the same thing happens in the case in question also. 

From all this it follows that the active agent is not directly expressed 
by the word (‘ vadU') ; and when there is no Direct Assertion, there is notliing 
to reject the indications of the Context. 

It lias been argued that — •“ if what is mentioned pertains to the sacri- 
fice, then the man’s effort (expressed by the term ‘ vadU ’) becomes useless, 
as all that has to bo done in coimection with the sacrifice is laid down in 
the passage that lays down its entire procedure.” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — If what is spoken of in the sentence 
wore subsidiary (to the sacrifice), then it could bo taken in by the Context ; 
as a matter of fact however, what is not enjoined cannot be subsidiary to a 
sacrifice ; hence in order that it may be subsidiary to the sacrilice, it is 
necessary tliat it should be enjoined, — even according to this view. — It is 
for this reason that we think that the prohibition relates to the speakintj 
that may be done in course of the sacrifice in whose ‘ Context * the senttaice 
occurs ; and hence the advice that ‘ what is a lie should not be told ’ is sub- 
sidiary to the sacrifice ; so that it is what has been determined upon tliat 
is subsidiary to the sacrifice and should be done ; for instance, liaving de- 
termined upon an offering of Vrlhi corn, one should not make an offering of 
Yava (barley). 

Says the Opponent ; — -“ When the teaching that ‘ a lie should not bo 
told ’ is accepted in both the Furvapaksa and the Siddhdnta, — what is the 
use of all this discussion ? ” 

Anaiver — The need for enquiry arises from the fact that if, according 
to the Purvapaksa, the teacliing pertains to the Man (in ordinary life), — 
then a transgression of it would entail the Expiatory Rite laid down in the 
Smrtis [as the prohibition of Lying in general occurs in S^nrtis] ; while if, 
according to the Siddhdnta, it pertains to the Darsha-Purmirndsa sacrifice, 
a transgression of it should entail the Expiatory Kite prescribed in the 
Yajurveda. 



Adiiikaraivta (5) : Details relating to the ‘ Yawning 
Person ’ appertain to the Context. 

SUTRA (14). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The details in question SHotrLD appertain to 
THE Man, as they are for his purpose [and hence should find 

NO PLACE IN THE CONTEXT IN WHICH THEY ARE MENTIONED], 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE AhINA (SO. 3. 3. 1. 5).” 

Bhd^ya. 

(/I’hiH is a caBo of conflict between Indicative Power and SjpitacHcal Connection.'] 
(A) In coniioction with tho Jyotiatofnn, wo road — ' Ayujiraso vd, etc.^ 
(Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 1. 2) [‘ Tho oxcollent Ahgirasas, going to tho celestial region, 
introduced Initiation and AiiHtority into Water ; when one bathos in water, 
ho directly acquires Initiation and Austerity: whoi\ one bathos in a sacred 
water, ho bocoinos a sacred place for his relatives 'J. — (Whore bathing in sacred 
waters is sj)okoii of.) — (B) Again in coimectioii with tho Darsha-Furiiaindsa 
there is tho text — ‘ Tasnidt jahjahhyanidmy nuhruydl mayi daksakratu iti 
prdi^dpdnuvevdtniandfiatte ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 2. 4. ; Vajasa. Sam. ,38. 27) 
[‘ Tho yawning person should recite tho mantra Mayi daksakratu^ etc.y thereby 
ho draws within himself Pra^ia and Apana ’J. — [Whore the reciting of tho 
mantra is laid down for tho ‘ yawning pt^rson’.] 

In regard to this, there arises the qiit*stion — What is laid down hero 
{the reciting of the mantra by the ‘ yawning person \ as also the bathing in sacred 
waters), is it to bo done in connection with the action to which tho Context 
belongs (i.e. tho Darsha-Purrminasa or tho Jyotistonm) ? Cr is it meant only 
for men in ordinary life (apart from any sacrilicial performance) ? 

On this question, w^o have tho following Purvapaksa : — “ As in the 
case of the Ahlna sacrifices, the details in qiiestio7i should appertain to the Alan, 
as it is for his purpose (Su.) ; and henee tho Injunction in question should 
bo taken away from tho ‘ Context ’ in which it occurs. — Why so ? — Because 
tho man (human agent) is directly expressed ; that is, the term ‘ bruydt * 
(‘ should recite ’) is clearly meant to express tho effort of the agent (towards 
tho act of recitmg). — ‘ But in that case, the indication of the Context would 
be rejected.* — Tho answer to this is that, lot tho indication of the Context 
bo rejected ; in fact. Syntactical Connection is what rejects it, because what is 
laid down is in comiection with the ‘yawning person*. Tho indication of 
tho Context is that the reciting is laid down as to be done at the performance 
of the Darslm-Purtyxmdsa ; while from Syntactical Connection it follows that 
it is laid down for the ‘ yawning person * (in general) ; — and Syntactical Con- 
nection is more authoritative than Context. Por those reasons the injunction 
should be taken away from the Cotxtext . — ^Xli© result also of the recititig Via i* 
been declared to bo that ‘ he draws within liimself Prdiyi and Apdna * 
(which moans longevity of the man) ; and this also tends to preclude the 
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connection of the act in question with the sacrifice. — ^From all this it follows 
that the act laid down appertains to the man, and should therefore be taken 
away from the Context ; just as it is in the case of Ahina (see Su. 3. 3. 16), 
the ‘ twelve JJpasads^ have been taken away from the Context (of the Jyoti§* 
toma, and taken as connected with Ahlna), — in the same manner the reciting 
of the mantra ‘ Mayi dakaakratu * should bo taken away from the Context 
(of the Daraha-Purrymidsa, and taken as connected with Man), because of 
its being mentioned in connection with the ‘ yawning person 

SUTRA (15). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, from the peouliaiuty of the Context, 

THEY SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PUBIFICATORY OF THE MAN CON- 
NECTED WITH THE SACRIFICE (TO WHICH THE CONTEXT 
belongs), — ^.TUST AS (WASHING, ETC. ARE PURI- 
FICATORY) OF THE SUBSTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality the act in qiu^stion should not bo taken away from the Context ; 
— why ? —because of the peculiarity of the (Jonlext. As a matter of fact it 
is only when the ‘ yawning person ’ is connected with the sacrifujo of the 
Context that ho becomes piu’ifitHl by the reciting (of the mantra '‘Mayi 
dakaakraXu etc.’) ; — jiLst as such substances as liarley and tlio like are purified 
by siKih acts as washincj and the rest. 

Objection — “ But the Context cannot restrict the term ‘ yawning person ’ 
to one ])orson (connected with the sacrifict)) ; because (Syntactical Connection 
(which connects the recilbuj with the ‘ yawning person ’ in general) is more 
authoritative than Context.” 

Answer — VVe do not say that the Context entirely precludes the term 
‘ yawning person ’ from all connection with miai not connected with the 
Context ; what wo mean is that it will be necessary to assume some result 
that would follow from the reciting of the mantra by a man apart from 
the sacrificial performance. 

“ The result has been cltjarly declared in the text itself, — that ‘ the man 
draws within himself Prana and .Apdna’.” 

Wo say — it is not so ; because we do not find any injunctive term in this 
sentence ; all that wo find is the mere statement of something present at the 
time, — *he draws within himself Prdrm and Apdnaf where wo have the 
Present Tense, not the Injunctive form of the Verb ; and as such it can bo 
taken as commending the act of reciting the mantra. From this it follows 
that the result spoken of does not follow (from the reciting of the mantra) 
apart from the Darslm-Purrmmdaa sacrifices. From all this it is concluded 
that the reciting of the mantra servos to purify the man (yawning) while 
he is performing the Daraha-Purnarndsa sacrifices. 

Objection — “ We admit that the act (of reciting) is purificatory of 
the man ; but we do not admit that it is so only while the man is perform- 
ing the Daraha-Purnamdaa sacrifices. — ^Why so ? — As a matter of fact, when- 
ever a man yawna, — oven apart from the Daraha-Puriyimdaa, — he is spoken 
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shababa-bhIi^ya : 


of as a ‘ yawning person ’ ; and it has already been said (by the Siddhdntin 
himself) that the Context does not exclude (from the connotation of the term 
‘yawning person’) one not engaged in the Darsha-Purryirndda, Hence 
we conclude that the action of reciting should be taken away from the 
Context,^* 

Answer — It is true tliat the man not engaged in the sacrifice is not 
excluded ; but there is no purpose to be served by the purification of such a 
man. 

Opponent — “ Nor is there any purpose to be served by the purification 
of the man connected with the Context.” 

Answer — [There is this purpose served in that case that] it would be a 
purified person that would perform the Darsha-Purrmindsa sacrifices. 

Opponent — “ Even when the act is taken elsewhere, away from the Con- 
text, there would be this purpose served that it would bo a purified person 
that would perform the other acts.” 

Answer — The purification could not form an accessory to any other 
act ; as any such other act could not have any connection with the Context 
(in which the act of reciting is mentioned). 

Opponent — “ Nor can the purification be an accessory to the sacrifice 
mentioned in the Context, as tlirough Syntactical Connection^ it is found that 
it is a quality pertaining to man.'' 

Answer — The act of reciting is not understood to appertain to the man 
(in general), as it would bo useless in that case. 

From all this it follows that the act of reciting is syntactically con- 
nected only with the two sacrifices of the Darsha-Ptirrmmasa which arc 
mentioned in the Context, — and not with any other action, oven though 
such other action be fruitful ; as there would bo no Context to indicate such 
connection. For this reason the act of reciting is not to be taken away from 
the Context. 

It might bo argued that — “ in the event of the act of reciting being 
retained in the Context, the word "hruyat' (‘should recite’), which denotes 
an activity of man in general, would have to bo taken as used in a sense 
other than its own.” — But, under the circumstances (if the term wore taken 
as enjoining the activity of man) the word would bo a more reference to 
what is already known ; as there can be no need for enjoining the connec- 
tion of 7nan (in general, with any mere activity). 

SUTRA (16). 

A DETAIL CAN BE TAKEN AWAY FROM THE CONTEXT ONLY ON 
ACCOUNT OF A DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that — “ just as the ‘ twelve 
Upasads' are taken away from their Context (of the Jyoti§toma) (and con- 
nected with the Ahina) — in the same manner, the act of reciting should be 
taken away from the Context.” — Our answer to this is that in the case cited, 
the * twelve Upasads * are distinctly declared, by Syntactical Connection, 
es belonging to the Ahina sacirfices ; — these Ahina sacrifices are fruitful ; — 
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the term ^ Ahina* cannot apply to the Jyotiatoma (the ‘sacrifice’ of the 
Context), because any such application could be only indirect and figurative ; 
— ^and lastly, there is the direct declaration to the effect that — ‘ There are 
only three Upasads in the one ‘day sacrifice, and there are twelve at the 
Ahlrux ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 5. 1 ). For all these reasons, it is only right 
that the ‘ twelve Upasads ’ are taken away from the Context ; specially as in 
this case there is no connecjtion with any rnan, as such comiection would bo 
useless, and there is no other fruitful action mentioned in the Context. 
[Hence the case of the act of reciting is not analogous to that of the ‘ twelve 
Upasads * and the Ahlna sacrifices.] 



Adiiikarana (6) : Acts like ‘ Threatening ’ appertain 
to the man in general. 

SUTllA (17). 

In the case of ‘ Shamyu * (what is spoken of is to be taken 
AWAY FKOM THE CONTEXT), BECAUSE IT APPLIES TO ALL 
CONDITIONS (of THE BbIkMANA). 

Bhd§ya, 

In connection with the Daraha-Purimrndaa, we read — ^ Devd vai sham- 
yum etc' (Taitti. 8ain. 2. 0. 10. 1). [The deities said to Sliaihyu, the sou of 

Brhaspati, ‘ Please forward our offerings * They said — ‘ What is 

the use to us of offspring ? * If a man threatens a Brahmana, he should be 
lined a hundred ; if he strike him, ho should bo lined a thousand ; if he 
fetches blood, as many particles of dust may bo wetted by the flowing blood, 
for so many years he should bo kept away from the region of the Pitrs ; 
for this reason aJiould not threaten a ISrdhmann, or strike him, or fetch 
his hlood,'\ — [In view of this passage, the term ‘ Shamyu ’ is taken 
as standing for the prohibition, contained in the last sentence, of tliroaten- 
ing, striking, and fetching blood from, a Brahmana.] 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does the prohibition of 
threateninij appertain to the Darsha-Purimmdsa V Or is it addressed to 
man in general ? 

The Pxirvapakpa view on this question is as follows : — “ On account of 
the Context, tlu3 prohibition of threatening and other acts should be taken 
as appertaining to the Darsha-Purmimdsa, — tlio moaning being that ‘ at the 
Darsha-Purmimdsa the llrahmana should not be tlireatencd, or hurt, or 
wounded so as to fetch blood ; — other methods should be employed to win 
him over ; it is for this I’oason that they wm him over by means of the 
Anvdhdrya — such is the sense of the prohibition, deduced from the Con- 
text.” 

In answer to this, wo have the following Siddhdnta : — lyi the case of 
‘ Shamyu * (i.o. the Proliibitions in question), it has to bo taken away from 
the Context ; — why ? — because it applies to all conditions ; that is, the Pro- 
hibition contained in the text refers to the Brahmana in all conditions ; — 
and it does not mean that the threatening is not to be done by the Brahmaijia 
when engaged in the performance of the Daraha-Purruimdsa» 

Objection — “ But, from the Context, it is clear that it appertains to the 
Darsha -Puri^amdsa. ’ * 

Answer — ^Truo ; that is so, from tho Context ; but from Syntactical Con- 
nection it is clear that it appertains to tho threatening person (in general) ; 
and SytUactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. 

Objection — ” But as in tho case of tho yawning person, the prohibition 
in question could find place in the Context itself.” 
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We say no. As in that case a result will have to be assumed ; while 

in the case of the SiddhatUa, the result is already definitely declared, and 
there is the injunctive affix also present — ‘ Sfiatena yatayat — Sahaarena 
ydUiydb — Svargam hkam prajdniydt 

From all this it follows that details like the Prohibition of ThrecUening and 
the like have to be taken away from the Context. 



Adhikaraisia (7) : The prohibition of conversation with a 
woman in her courses appertains to Man in general. 

SUTRA (18). 

Inasmuch as the woman in her courses has already been 

REMOVED PREVIOUSLY [FROM THE SACRIFICE, THE PROHIBITION 
CANNOT APPERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICE ; IT MUST 
APPERTAIN TO MaN IN ORDINARY LIFE]. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the DarsJm-Purmiundaay wo road — “ Oiio should not 
converse with a woman in her courses, nor should one ‘ eat her food * ” (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 5. 1. 5-6). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this a prohibition of 
conversation with a woman in her courses during the performance of the 
Darsha-Purmimdsa sacrifices ? Or is it meant for man at all times ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is that in view of tlio Context, 
the prohibition should be taken as pertaining to the Daraha-Purnamdaa 
sacrifices. 

Against the Purvapakaa, we liave the following Siddhduta — Tlio ‘ con- 
versation with a woman iu her courses * meant here should be taken away 
from the Context ; — why ? — because such a woman has already been 
removed previotisly. It is declared (in Taitti. lira. 3. 7. 1. 9) that — ‘ If 
the wife of a man happen to be untouchable on the preceding day, he 
should remove her and then proceed with the performance of the sacrifice} ’ . 
Conversation with the sacrificer’s wife is carried on by the Adhvaryu 
priest at the Daraha-Purnatndsa sacrifices, during wliich conversation lie 
says to her ‘ O wife, wife ’ this is thy region ’ (Mai. Sam. 1. 4. 3) ; it is this 
conversation which is likely to bo carried on that could be a subject of 
prohibition ; — but when, iu the event of the wife being in her courses, she 
has bet^ii already removed on the preceding day, there could be no possibility 
of any conversation with her being carried on by persons who are performing 
the sacrifice after luiving removed her ; how then could there be any likelihood 
of their conversing with her, which should have to be prohibited ? — ^For these 
reasons, ‘ the conversation with a woman in her courses ’ (whicli is prohibited 
by the text in question) should be taken away from the Context, 

SUTRA (19). 

Also because there is prohibition of ‘ intercourse 

Bhd§ya, 

There is prohibition also of ‘ eating her food ’ — ‘ one should not eat 
her food ; rubbing her body is the woman’s food ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 1. 6). 
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and this ‘ rubbing * stands for ‘ intercourse ’ ; hence the sentence ‘ one should 
not eat her food ’ means that ‘ one should not have intercourse with her * ; 
and there is no possibility of this ‘ intercourse ’ in connection with the Context 
(i.e. in course of the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice); — 
from this also it is definitely concluded that the Prohibition (of conversation^ 
and also of intercourse) should be taken away from the Context and treated 
as appertaining to Man in general. 



Adhikakatsta (8) : The ^ wearing of gold ’ and such details 
appertain to Man in general. 

StJTRA (20). 

fSlDDHANTA] — ^T hAT WHICH DOES NOT OCCUR IN THE ‘CONTEXT’ OF 

ANY PARTICULAR SACRIFICE SHOULD APPERTAIN TO MaN IN 
GENERAL ; BECAUSE IT DIFFERS ON THAT POINT FROM THOSE 
OTHERS (raAT OCCUR IN PARTICULAR CONTEXTS). 

Bhdsya. 

Without roforoncc' to any sacrifice, there is the text — ‘ Tasmdl suvar- 
nam. etc.* (Taitti. Bra. 2. 2. 4. (5) f‘ For this reason ]>rigiit polcl should be 
worn, thereby one’s enemy becomes un-hriffht (pale)’J ; and again ‘ Suvdsasd 
bhavitavyam rupmneva bihharii* | ‘ One shouhl bt^ well-dressed, thereby he 
acipiires beauty’]. 

In connection with such texts there arises the question — Does what is 
laid down hero appertain to the Context (of a sacrifice) or to Man in general ? 

The a])paront con(?hision on this question is that ‘ that which does not 
occur in the Context of any particular sacrifice should appertain to Man in 
general ; heca'use on that point it differs from those others that occur in parti- 
cular Contexts^ (8u.). That is to say, what is laid down in texts like those 
under consideration must apperh^in to Man in general ; — ^why ? — ^because 
\from those others' tluit occur in particular contexts, it is different, on the 
point tliat it does not occur in any particular Context. In fact, what does 
not occur in any particular (yont<^xt must appertain to all Contexts ; as on 
account of its not occurring in any particular Context, it could not be con- 
nected with any one Context ; hence such details must appertain to Man in 
general. 

SCTRA (21). 

[PfTRVAPAKSIN’s OBJECTION (a)] — “ BUT INASMUCH AS NO SUBSTANCE IS 
MENTIONED, THE TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AUXILIARY 
(to the A(JNIH0TRA and OTHER SACRIFICES).*’ 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu * denies the view set forth in the preceding Sutra. 

“ What is laid down in the text in question cannot appertain to Man 
in general ; it must be auxiliary (appertaining) to the Agnihotra and other 
sacrifices. — Why so ? — Because no siibstance is mentioned ; neither a sub- 
stance (offering material) nor a deity is mentioned in the text, by virtue of 
which it could bo assumed that the term ‘ bhdryam * in the text stands for 
* should be offered in sacrifice * ; — and when no substance or deity is found, 
the root ‘ bhf* (in ‘ bhdryam') must be taken as denoting ‘to wear*, and 
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hence standing for some sort of purification ; and purijioation is possible only 
when the thing purified is auxiliary to a sacrifice, not otherwise. Hence 
what is laid down (i.e. the wearing of gold) should bo taken as auxiliary 
(appertaining) to the Agnihotra and other acts.” 

SOTRA (22). 

[POrvapaksin’s objection (6)] — “ Secondly, because of its 

CONNECTION WITH THE VeDA.” 

Bhdsya. 

The text under consideration occurs in that section of the Veda which 
is called ‘ Adhvaryava ’ (‘ Pertaining to the Adhvaryu ’). which, as denoting 
connection with the Veda, is applicable only to wliat is auxiliary to a sacri- 
fice ; as it is only what is auxiliary to a sacrifice that ‘ pertains to the Adhvar- 
yu Priest *, — and not anything pertaining to Man in general ; ns a matter of 
fact, the Adhvaryu Priest is the i)orformcr of only such acts as the Daraha- 
Purimmdsa and other sacrifices along with their auxiliaries, as also the acts 
that are auxiliary to those sacrifices.— For this reason also the acts like 
those und(ir consideration should bo taken as pertaining to sacrifices.” 

SOTRA (23) . 

fPaRVAPAKSIN’s OBJKOTION (c)]— “ THIRDLY, ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS 
CX)NNECTION OF A SUBSTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

“ Further, the statement ‘ suvarrmm hharyam ’ (‘ gold should be worn ’) 
is ono in which the substance is the principal factor, as is clear from the 
sense of the objective (implied in the phrase ‘ mvarnam hharyam ’). The 
wearing of this substance ‘ gold ’ being purificatory in character, such puri- 
fication would servo a useful purpose only if tho wearing laid down were 
auxiliary to a sacrifice ; it would serve no such purpose if it ajipertained to 
Man in general.'^'' 

SUTRA (24). 

[Answer to POrvapak.^in’s objections]— Tn reality there 

MUST BE SOME CONNECTION BETWEEN THE ACTS UNDER CON- 
SIDERATION AND A RESULT ; JUST LIKE THE CONNECTION 
(of OTHER THINOS WITH PARTICULAR RESULTS) ; 

IT MUST THEREFORE BE REGARDED AS AN ACTION 
(accomplishing the PURPOSE OF MaN IN 
general) ; SUCH IS THE OPINION OF 

Aitishayana. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, acts like those we are discuasing must have some connection 
with a result ; i.e. they must appertain to Man in general. If tho act {of 
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wearing) appertained to (wore purificatory of) the gold, or to the clothes ^ it 
would be entirely useless. 

Opponent — “But with the purified ‘gold’ and the purified ‘clothes’’ 
the sacrifice would be accomplished (so that it would not be useless).” 

Anfiwer — ^Tt is not so. Wlxat is auxiliary to the gold could not help 
the sacrifice ; and the act in question cannot bo taken as auxiliary to tho 
sacrifice, because neither ‘ Direct Assertion ’ nor any other means of know- 
ledge points to any such auxiliary. Thus we conclude that acts like those 
under consideration are connected with results — such as tho one spoken 
of in tho sentence ‘ His enemy becomes pale’. 

Opponent — “ But this (‘ his enemy becomes pale ’) only mentions a present 
fact (not a future result).” 

Answer — -True, that is so. But in order to save the passage from use- 
lessness it becomes necessary to seek out its connection with some injunc- 
tion of results ; and rather than hunt out any other connection, it is much 
simpler to make some modification in tho words occurring in tho same sen- 
tence. — Why so ? — Because its syntactical connection with that modification 
would be directly perceptible, while that with any other sentence would 
bo indirect and ru)t perceptible. And the only modification that would be 
needed would be — (1) not to attach any significance to the Present Tense 
(in the word ‘ hhavati ’ in the sentence ‘ His enemy becomes pale ’), and (2) 
to determine the exact import of the connection (between the act of wearing 
gold and tho result expressed in the sentence ‘ His enemy becomes pale’). 
For these reasons sentences like the one in question should be taken as 
laying down the Primary sacrifice (to which the wearing of gold would bo 
an aiixiliary, leading to a particular result), just as the Prajdpati-Vratas 
(‘ tjiw should not look at the rising sun * and so forth) are connected with 
the result spoken of in the sentence ‘ By this one becomes absolved from sin *> 
— so it should bo understood to be tho case with the act under consideration. 

From all this it follows that the act of loearing gold appertains to Man 
in general. 



Adhikabai^a (9) : The ‘ Jaya ’ and other Hornas are 
subsidiaries to actions laid down in the Veda. 

SUTRA (26). 

[P(Jbvapak§a] — “What is not mentioned in the Context of 

ANY PABTICDLAB ACTION MUST BE SUBSIDIARY TO ALL 
ACTIONS, AS THEBE CAN BE NO SPECIFICATION.” 


Bhdsya. 


[We now proceed to consider the special relationship of such factors as are 
clearly indicated by Syntactical Connection to be subsidiary to actious in general^ — 
Tantravdrtika — Trans., p. 1387.] 

The cases to be considered in this connection are the ‘ Jaya ' and other 
oblations which are known to be connected with sacrifices in a general way, 
such as we find in the following texts — ‘ If one desires to succeed in a 
transaction, he — (a) should offer at it the Jaya and other oblations, — (6) 
should offer the * Rdsp'obhrt oblations,’ — ^(c) should offer the ‘ Ahhydtdna 
oblations ’ (see Taitti. Sana. 3. 4. 6. 2). [Here every one of these three 
oblations is laid down as to be offered ai any sacrifice where one desires pros- 
perity. (a) The ‘ Jaya ’ is the name given to the oblations offered with 
the mantra ‘ Ghittancha svdha, etc' (Hiranyakesi-Grhyasutra, 1. 3. 9) ; (h) 
‘ Rdstrahhrt * is the name given to the oblations offered with the mantra 
* Btdsdd, etc,' (Vajasa. Sana. 18. 38) ; — ^and (c) ‘ Abhydtdna ’ is the name given 
to the oblations offered with the mantra ‘ Agnirhhutdndm, etc,' (Taitti. Sam. 
3. 4. 5. 1).] 

In regard to these oblations there arises this question : — Are they 
auxiliary to (to be performed in connection with) etctions of all kinds, — 
such as land-cultivation and the like ? Or only to those actions that are 
laid down in the Veda, — such as the Agnihotra and the rest ? That the obla- 
tions in question are auxiliary to other acts (and not independent actions 
by themselves) is clear from the fact that they are clearly recognised 
(through the opening words of the text quoted) as being connected with 
certain transactions, and also from the fact that no separate results are 
mentioned as following from them (the only result mentioned being the 
sviccess of the transaction in connection with which they are performed). 

The Purvapakpa view on this question is that “ the oblations in ques- 
tion should be taken as auxiliary to actions of all kinds, because the text 
speaks of no specification”. 

33 
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SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, being of the nature of ‘ Homa * (oblation 
INTO fire), they should BE RESTRICTED (tO THE 
VbDIC SACRIFICES) ; BECAUSE OF THEIR CONNECTION 
WITH THE ‘ AHAVANlYA ’ (SACRIFICIAI. FIRE). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the oblations in question should be taken as auxiliary 
to all kinds of actions, including even land-cultivation and the like. In 
fact, these are of the nature of ‘ Hoina * (Oblation into Fire), and as such should 
he restricted ,* because in HomaSy the connection of the Sacrificial Fire is essen- 
tial ; as is made clear in such texts as ‘ when one offers oblations into the 
Sacrificial Fire then does his desired object become fulfilled’ (Taitti. Bra. 
1. 1. 10. 5) ; — from this it follows that the oblations in question can be 
auxiliary to only such acts as are connected with the Sacrificial Fire. — 
Now, as a matter of fact, such acts as land-cultivation and the like are not 
connected with the Sacrificial Fire ; in fact they are not connected even with 
the ^Qarhapatya^ (Domestic Fire), out of which the ‘ JfAammT/a’ or Sacrificial 
Fire could be obtained.— From all this it follows that the ^ Jay a' and other 
oblations are not to be offered in connection with such acts as land-cultiva- 
tion and the like, 

SOTRA (27). 

They should be regarded as auxiliary (to Vbdic sacrifices), 

— ALSO BECAUSE OF THE NAME. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we hold the view that the oblations are 
subsidiary to Vedic actions. — Why ? — Because of the 'names ; that is, the 
‘ Jaya ’ and the other oblations in qiu^stion have been laid down in that 
section of the Veda which lias been named ‘ Adhvaryava * (‘ pertaining to the 
Adhvaryu Priest ’), and hence they should be offered by the Adhvaryu priest. 
In the case of land-cultivation and such acts, there is no Adhvaryu priest ; 
so that if the oblations in question were offered at these acts, they would 
be offered by one who is not an Adhvaryu ; and this would be contrary to the 
indication of the Name. — From this also it follows that the oblations in ques- 
tion are subsidiary to Vedic acts only. 



Adhikarai^a (10) : The prescribed ‘ Isti ’ is to be per- 
formed in connection with the ^ acceptance ’ of the gift 
of a Horse at a Vedic sacrifice. 

SUTRA ( 28 ). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The Sacrifice should be performed on the 

‘ ACCEPTANCE ’ OF THE ORDINARY HORSE-GIFT, AS IT IS THIS 
‘ ACCEPTANCE ’ THAT WOULD BE SINFUL ; AND AS FOR THE 
‘ ACCEPTANCE ’ OF THE VeDIC HoRSE-GIFT, NO SINFUL- 
NRSS COULD ATTACH TO THAT, AS IT IS SANCTIONED 
BY THE SCRIPTURES.” 

Bhd^ya. 

[Here ‘acceptance’ stands for ‘ giving —See next Adhikar(tna.'\ 

There is a sacrifice called the ‘ Ashvapratigrnheati * (Sacrifice performed 
in connection with the acceptance of a Horse-gift), enjoined in the text — 
‘ Varuno vd etam grhr\,dti yo'shvam pratigrhudti ; ydvato^ahvdn praiigrhryiydt 
idvato vdrundn chatiiskapdldn nhvapet'' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 12. 1) [‘ Variii^a 
seizes him who accepts the gift of a horse ; as many horses one may receive 
in gift, so many offerings on four pans should be made to Vanina *]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^Ts this expiatory sacrifice 
to be performed at the ‘ acceptance ’ of the Horse-gift in ordinary life, or 
at the acceptance of the Horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda ? 

Question — When is it the ‘ acceptance of the horse-gift ’ in ordinary life ? 
and when is it the ‘ acceptance of the horse-gift ’ sanctioned by the Veda ? ” 

Answer — When in ordinary life, one receives the gift of a horse, either 
on asking for it, or even without asking, — it is a case of ‘ acceptance of the 
horse-gift in ordinary life ’ ; — and it is a case of ‘ acceptance of the horse - 
gift sanctioned by the Veda’, when one receives ‘a thousand horses’ as 
the sacrificial fee prescribed for the Paundarlka sacrifice, or when one re- 
ceives a horse at the Jyotisfoma where ‘the horse, cow, etc.’ have been 
prescribed as the sacrificial fee. 

The ordinary notion being that as the expiatory sacrifice itself is a 
Vedic sacrificcy it must be performed in connection with the gift sanctioned 
by the Veda, — we have, against it, the following Purvapak^a view : — “ The 
sacrifice should he performed at the ‘ acceptance ’ of the ordinary Horse-gift^ 
as it is this ‘ acceptance ’ that would he sinful ; the sinfulness of the accept- 
ance is clearly asserted in the sentence ‘ Varuiya (Dropsy) seizes him who 
accepts the gift of a horse ’ ; — this descriptive text must refer to a case 
where there is sin (in the acceptance); and this sinfulness is possible only 
in cases where the gift of a horse is ‘ accepted ’ in ordinary life at the hands of 
a ShOdra or some other sinful person ; hence inasmuch as this sinfulness 
is possible only in the case of an ordinary Horse -gift, it follows that the 
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expiatory sacrifice should be performed only at such an ‘acceptance* in 
ordinary life. — Objection — ‘ The descriptive text just quoted is meant, 
not to qualify the occasion for the expiatory sacrifice, but only to com- 
mend the expiatory sacrifice.’ — Answer — It could be so only if the sacrifice 
served the purpose of removing the sin ; the sacrifice however is meant to 
save one from Varuna (i.e. Dropsy) ; and this is possible only in ordinary 
life ; as it is only in ordinary life that Dropsy actual seizes a man. In the 
case of the acceptance of the Horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda, on the other 
hand, svich would not be the case ; because that this gift should be accepted 
(at the sacrifice) is sanctioned by the scriptures — ^i.e. by direct injunctive 
texts. If there were sin in such an ‘ acceptance then it could never be 
enjoined as something that should he done ; because what tends to bring about 
sin is something that should never he done. — Objection— Even in the case 
of the acceptance of the horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda, there is sin 
if it is accepted from a person from whom gifts should never be accepted.* — 
Answer — That might be so if the expiatory sacrifice were to be performed 
by the person accepting the gift ; as a matter of fact, however, it is to be 
performed by the person who makes the other person accept the gift (i.e. the 
giver of the gift), — as we shall explain under the next Adhikarana. — For all 
these reasons, it should be taken as established in the present Adhikarana 
that the expiatory sacrifice in question should not be performed at that 
‘acceptance of the Horse-gift* which is sanctioned by the Veda.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta] — The text (speaking of Varuna seizing the 
man) should be taken as only commendatory ; AS NO 

SUCH SEIZURE IS ACTUALLY FOUND TO TAKE PLACE ; HENCE 
THE EXPIATORY SACRIFICE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS TO BE 
PERFORMED IN CONNECTION WITH THE GIFT AT A 
SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not the correct view to take that “ the sacrifice in question should 
be performed by one who, in ordinary life, accepts the gift of a horse from 
a Shudra or from some other sinful person The person accepting the gift 
has been spoken of as ‘ seized by Varuna \ i.e. one who is attacked by 
Dropsy, one whose abdomen becomes distended on account of the accumula- 
tion of fluid within ; this is a disease known in common parlance as 
Jalodara^ (‘Water in the Abdomen’, Dropsy): — and certainly the text 
could not be meant to assert that the ‘ acceptance of the gift of a horse ' 
in ordinary life is the cause of the said disease ; nor can this (cause of the 
disease) be taken as enjoined by the text itself. Thus we conclude that 
there is no ‘ seizure ’ by Dropsy, following from the acceptance of the 
ordinary Horse-gift. 

Opponent — “ The term ‘ varui^a ’ stands (not for the disease of dropsy^ 
but) for «m, — -in the etymological sense of the term — ‘ varuf%a * being de- 
rived from the root ‘ vr ’ ‘to hinder * or ‘ hide 
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Ansioer — This argument would involve the unnecessary trouble of aban- 
doning the well-known signification of the term ; because, even, in the said 
etymological sense, ‘ Varuna' would be that which hinders, — and such a 
‘ Varuna ’ could seize a man also at the acceptance of the gift at a sacri- 
fice. Even if the ‘hindrance* (‘mmtia*) be taken as consisting in the 
trouble involved in the keeping, feeding and general care (of the horse 
received in gift), there would bo nothing to justify the view that this applies 
only to the case of the ordinary horse-gift [as the horse received at a Vedic 
sacrifice has to be kept and fed and cared for exactly in the same manner 
as that received in ordinary life] and yet the recourse to the etymological 
explanation would set aside the well-known signification of the term (to 
no purpose). 

For those reasons the text in question must be taken as purely commenda- 
tory ; the commendation consisting in the likening of the expiatory sacrifice to 
freedom from dropsy, the sense being that ‘ the result brought about by the 
sacrifice is as desirable for the performer as freedom from dropsy is for the man 
seized by dropsy * ; the ‘ acceptance ’ of the gift being likened to the ‘ attack 
of dropsy ’ and the ‘ sacrifice * to the ‘ freedom from dropsy * ; the sense 
thus comes to be that ‘ just as for the man attacked by dropsy it is necessary 
to take measures for its cure, so is it necessary for the man accepting the gift 
to perform the sacrifice *. 

Thus for all these reasons, the expicUory sacrifice should he taken as to 
be performed in connection with the gift at a sacrificial performance. Because 
if it were applicable in the case of the ordinary gift, it would be necessary 
to assume a result for it ; in the case of the gift at a sacrifice on the other 
hand, the expiatory sacrifice would be an auxiliary to that sacrifice at which 
the gift of the horse has been accepted ; this will mean that the expiatory 
sacrifice has to be taken as syntactically connected with the text laying 
down the entire procedure of that other sacrifice (at which the gift is received), 
on the ground of the two being directly connected (as shown above) ; and 
this would certainly be much simpler than the assumption of a syntactical 
connection, which is not direct, with a declaration of the result (assumed to 
follow from the expiatory sacrifice performed in connection with the ordinary 
gift). —Thus it is only right that the expiatory sacrifice should be performed 
in connection with the gift of a horse sanctioned by th§ Veda. 



Adhikaraija (11): The ‘ Varunl Isti\ prescribed in, 
connection with the gift of a Horse is to he performed 
by the giver of the horse. 

SUTRA (30). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “The sacrifice is not prescribed [for the 
giver], as the action [of ‘ GIVING ’] IS ENTIRELY DIFFERENT 
[from the action of ‘ ACCEPTIN(5 ’ IN CONNECTION 
WITH WHICH THE SACRIFICE IS PRESCRIBED].” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with tho text * Ydvato'shvdn pratigrhniydt fdvato vdrundn 
chatmkapdldn nirvapet' (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 12. 1) [‘As many horses one re- 
ceives in gift, so many offerings on four pans ho should make to Varuna *], — 
we have learnt (in the preceding Adhikaramz) that the sacrifice herein pres- 
cribed is to be done in connection with tho gift of a horse at a Vedio sacrifice. 
Now, there arises the question —Is this sacrifice to be performed by the 
acceptor, i.e. tho person to whom tho horso is given, or by the person who 
makes the other accept tho gift, i.e. the person by whom the horse is given ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa : — “ The sacrifice 
is not prescribed for the giver, as the action of ‘ giving * is different from the 
action of * accepting ’ ; that is, ns a matter of fact, the sacrifice in question 
hSiS not been prescribed for the person making tho gift, and we clearlj'^ under- 
stand it as laid down for the person who does the acceptance of the gift, by 
the text — ‘ as many horses one receives in gift so many offerings on four pans 
ho should make to Varuna Hence the conclusion is that the sacrifice 
should be performed by the Priest who accepts tho gift of tho horse.” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^It SHOULD BE PERFORMED BY THE PERSON EMPLOYING 

THE Priests, as is clearly shown by indicatives. 

Bhd§ya, 

Tho sacrifice is to bo performed, not by the person accepting the gift, 
but by the person who makes the person accept it ; — ” why ? ” —because 
this is clearly shown by indications. — ” What is the indicative that shows it ? ” 
— The * indicative * consists in the connection between the words that 
follow and the words that have gone before ; that is to say, there is the 
text (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 12. 1), (n) ‘ Prajdpatir varundya ashvama>rutyat ’ [* Praja- 
pati presented a horse to Varuna *], where Prajapati is spoken of as the 
giver and Varuna as tho receiver of the Horse ; — -(6) then follows the sentence 

Sa svdm devatdm drchhat^ [‘He lost the divinity within himself’] 
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which needs to be construed with the foregoing sentence, so that the pronoun 
‘ 5a ’ (‘he’) stands for Prajdpati (of the preceding sentence), and the two 
sentences become syntactically connected. The pronoun ‘ he ’ is taken as 
standing for Prajapati, as it is in the same case as the word ‘ prajdpatih ’ (in 
the preceding sentence) — and it is not taken as standing for Varuna, as it is 
not in the same case as ‘ varur^ya ’ (in the preceding sentence) ; — (c) next 
follows the sentence ‘ Sa paryadlryata ’ [‘ He became torn (afflicted with 
disease) ’] ; here also the pronoun ‘ he ’ stands for Prajdpati mentioned 
before, — and the sentence becomes synteictically connected with the first 
sentence ; — (d) next comes the sentence — ‘ Sa evaitam vdrunam chatuakapdlam 
apaahyat ’ [‘ He perceived the cake baked on four pans dedicated to Varuna ’], 
where again ‘ he ’ stands for the same Prajdpati ; — -then it goes^on, ‘ Sa nirava- 
pat * [‘ He offered it ’ J, — again ‘ ho ’ is Prajdpati ; — then, ‘ Tato vai aa varu^^ 
pdahdt amuchyata ’ [‘ thence he became freed from the clutches of Varui^a ’],— 
here also ‘ he ’ is Prajapati. The sentence ‘ Varuna seizes him ’ is the 
statement of the reason; the sense being — ‘Because Prajapati, on giving 
a horse to Varuna, became afflicted with disease, therefore the person 
who receives (i.e. gives) a horse is seized by Varuna, and becomes afflicted 
with disease ’ ; — and ‘ because Prajapati became free by offering the 
Varuna sacrifice, therefore the min who gives a horse should offer the 
Vdruna sacrifice.’— In this manner the performance of the Vdrwna sacrifice 
by th(^ giver of a horse becomes commended by the verb ‘ should bo per- 
formed’. — -From this it follows that when a man gives a horse, he should 
offer the Varuna sacrifice. 

Objection — “ What is actually asserted in the text is that the person who 
accepts the gift of a horse should offer the sacrifice.” 

Answer — -If such wore the meaning, then the opening of the passage 
would be asserting one thing and its concluding portion something quite to the 
contrary ; so that the opening as well as the conclusion would both be 
meaningless. Hence we have either to assume a different meaning for the 
opening sentence, in accordance with what is said in the concluding sentence, 
or assume a different meaning for the concluding sentence, in accordance with 
what is said in the opening sentence ; that is, either the opening sentence 
* Prajapati presented a horse to Varuna' will, in accordance with what is said 
in the concluding sentence, have to be taken to mean that ‘ he received the 
horse from Varuiui ’, — or, in accordance with what is said in the opening 
sentence, the concluding sentence, ‘ He who receives a horse ’ will have 
to be taken to mean ‘ one who gives a horse ’. — ^Under the circumstances, 
it is what comes first that is to be respected (kept intact), as there is nothing 
to contradict it (at the time of its appearance),— whereas what comes later 
has to be taken in an indirect sense by reason of a contrary idea having already 
appeared on the scene ; — this according to the maxim, ‘ That which comes 
first is to be accepted, as its injunction comes first, as in ordinary practice* 
(Mirhdnsd-Sutra 12. 2. 23). 

Further, if the statement that ‘ Prajapati presented a horse to Varwna * 
were taken to mean that ‘ he received it from Varuryi\ many incongruities 
would be involved in such an interpretation. On the other hand, the word 
‘ receives ’ is capable of somehow expressing the idea of giving ; because the 
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man who does an act, — as also the man who, even indirectly, helps in the 
accomplishment of the act, — both can be regarded as the * doer ’ of that act ; 
for instance, when a man arranges for the ploughing of a field, he is spoken of 
£ts ‘ ploughing the field with six ploughs ’, even though he may not do the 
actual pUiughing at all ; and this because it is he who enables the act to be 
done and hence ‘ does * it ; — in the same manner, in the case in question, 
the man who enables the acceptance to be done is he who gives it ; — and 
hence the man giving the horse can be spoken of as ‘ accepting ’ it. Thus, 
it is after full consideration that it has been decided that it is the person 
giving the horse who is spoken of as ‘ accepting * it (in the text under con- 
sideration) ; and it is for him that the performance of the Vdruna sacrifice 
has been prescribed. 

[KumSrila offers other interpretations of this and the preceding Adhikarana ; 
for which see Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1407-1410.] 



ADHiKARAisrA (12) ; Cooked ‘ Charu ’ is to be offered to 
Soma-Indra on the occasion of vomiting the Soma 
drunk at a Vedic sacrifice. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “ The case of the vomiting of the Soma drunk 
IS similar [to that of the Horse-giftJ.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Somaindram charum nirvapH shyamdkam soma- 
vdminah' [‘Cooked shydmdka rice should be offered to Soma-Indra, on be- 
half of one who vomits Soma ’] (cf. Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 7). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this cooked rice to be 
offered to Soma-Indra, on the occasion of vomiting the ordinary Sorna- 
drink or on that of vomiting the Vedic Soma-drink ? 

Question — “ What is ordinary Sotna-drink ? and what is Vedic Soma- 
drink ? ** 

Answer — The Vedic Soma-drink is the Soma drunk at the Jyoti§toma 
and allied sacrifices ; and it is ordinary Soma-drink when Soma is drunk 
for seven or ten days for the purpose of securing the equilibrium of the bodily 
humours. 

On the question stated, we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The 
case of the vomiting of the Soma drunk is similar to that of the Horse-gift^ 
That is to say, the sacrifice in question is to be offered in the case of the 
ordinary limiting, not in that of the Vedic vomiting. The words ‘ is similar * 
refer to the Purvapaksa view (of Adhikarana 10) ; the sense being that — just 
as in the case of the Horse-gift, the expiatory sacrifice was declared (in the 
Purvapaksa) as to be performed at the acceptance of the Horse-gift in or- 
dinary life, on the ground of its performance having been laid down in con- 
nection with an evil effect (the attack of dropsy), — in the same manner, 
in the case in question also, we find the sacrifice mentioned in connection 
with an evil effect in the text ‘ one who drinks Soma (and vomits it) be- 
comes weak in his sense-organs and in vigour ’ ; — now it is only in ordinary 
life that the Soma being regularly drunk for the purpose of securing the 
equilibrium of the bodily humours, if the drink is lost by vomiting, the 
equilibrium of the humours becomes lost ; so that it is only in this case that 
the ‘ weakening of the sense-organs * becomes possible (as the result of 
the vomiting). In the case of Soma drunk during a Vedic sacrifice, as the 
drinking is done simply in obedience to the scriptural injunction (and not 
for any special purpose), there could be no evil effect (resulting from the 
vomiting) ; because in this case, the Soma-drinking is done simply 
in obedience to the injunction that ‘ the remnant of the Soma at a sacrifice 
should be drunk ’ ; and so long as this ‘ drinking of the Soma * is done, there 
can be no evil effects ; so that even though the man might vomit the Soma 
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drunk, yet the enjoined act of Soma-drinhmg will have been duly accom- 
plished, and the scriptural injunction will have been duly acted upon ; and 
hence there could be no evil effects. For these reasons, we conclude that 
the offering to Soma-Indm should be made when the Soma drunk in ordinary 
life is vomited.** 

SCTRA (33). 

[SiDDHANTAJ — The OFFERINCi should be made at the (vomiting 

OF THE Soma drunk at the) Vedic sacrifice ; as it is only 
AT this that it CREATES AN EVIL EFFECT ; AS REGARDS 
the (vomiting of the Soma drunk in) ordinary 

LIFE, AS IT IS DONE FOR A VISIBLE PURPOSE, THERE 
COULD BE NO EVIL EFFECTS. 

BMsya. 

The offering in question can bo made only at the vomiting of the 
Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, not at that of what is drunk in ordinary 
life. — Why ? — Becauf^e it is only at this that it creates an evil effect ; in con- 
nection with the vomiting at a Vedic sacrifice, we find its evil effect des- 
cribed in the text — He becomes weak in the sense-organs and in vigour.* 
In the case of the ordinary Soma-drinking on the other hand, as it is done 
for the purpose of securing the eqniUhriuin of the bodily huuioiu's, there 
would be no evil effects resulting from the vomiting ; in fact, it is for the 
very purpose of vomiting it that they drink Soma in ordinary life. 

Even if we take the text just quoted (‘ He becomes weak, etc.’) to be 
purely commendatory, the only reasonable hypothesis would be that the 
offering is to be done on vomiting the Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice; 
as it is only by this moans that we could avoid the necessity of assuming 
a distinct result (for the offering to Soma-Indra). [Under the Slddhdnta, 
this assumption is not necessary because the offering forms part of the 
Vedic sacrifice and thus helps in the bringing about of the result of that 
sacrifice itself.] 



Adhikarai^a (13): The offering of Cooked Rice to Sorna- 
Indra is to be made only when the ^ Vomiting ’ of the 
Soma-drink is done by the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (34). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “The offerino should be made in all cases 
(of vomiting), as there is no distinction.” 

Bhdsya. 

[In connection with the offering of Cooked Hi(;e to Soina-Indra, at the 
vomiting of Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, there arises the ciuestion as 
to whether the offering is to be made when the vomiting is done by tlie 
sacrificer ? or when it is done by tlie priests ? Or wlien it is done by both ?] 
On this question we have the following Pvrvapakan . The sacrifice con- 
sisting of the offering of cook(?d rice to Soma-Indra should b(^ performed at 
all cases of vomiting -^by the Priests and by the sacrificer. — Why ? — Because 
we find no distinction made — such as that *“ it should bo offered at the 
vomiting done by such and such a person, and not at that done by such 
and such another person ’ ; — -for this reason it should bo performed in all 
cases of vomiting Scmm,'" 

SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality the offering should be made when 

THE VOMITING LS DONE BY THE SACRIFICER ; AS IT IS FOR HIS 
SAKE (THAT THE WHOLE SACRIFICE IS PERFORMED). 

Bhdsya. 

The offering should be made at the vomiting done by the sacrificer ; — 
why ? — because it is for the sake of the sacrificer that the sacrifice is performed ; 
that is to say, the sacrifice at which the Boma is vomited is performed 
^ for his sake\ — i.e. for the sake of the sacrificer; consequently the offering 
to Soma-Indra should also be made for his sake. As a matter of fact, 
what is declared in the text under consideration (regarding the offering to 
be made to Soma-Indra) is for the benefit of the Soma-vomiter, and that 
alone benefits the Soma-vomiter which is capable of benefiting the sacrificer, 
— not what is done for the Priest ; as the sacrifice at which Soma is vomited 
is not done for the sake of the Priests. [If the expiatory offering were made 
on the vomiting by the Priest, then that sacrifice could not be performed 
in the Fire kindled for the sacrificer, in which the main sacrifice is being 
performed. ] 

The following might be urged here — “ When the Adhvaryu Priest or 
the Hotr Priest would vomit the Soma, their own priests could make the 
expiatory offering in their fires (not in the fire set up for the sacrifice tliat 
is performed for the sake of the sacrificer).” 
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In that case, there would be two possibilities : — ( 1 ) the expiatory offer- 
ing would (be made on behalf of the vomiting priests, and hence through 
other priests and in other fires, and as such) not form part of the main 
sacrifice at which the Soma has been vomited ; or (2) the expiatory offering 
would not be made on behalf of the vomiting priests, Adhvaryu and Hotr , — 
Of these two alternatives, if (according to the first alternative) the Adhvaryu 
and other priests were to have the expiatory offering made by distinct 
priests of their own, then on account of the former occupying, as they do, 
a very subordinate position at the whole performance, could not obtain the 
fruits of the action ; and what would be done on behalf of the priests could 
not benefit the sacrificer at all. For these reasons, we conclude that the 
expiatory offering should not be offered at the vomiting by the priests. 


SUTRA (36). 

Also because we find indicatives (to the same effect). 

Rhdsya. 

There is a text indicative of the fact that the offering is to be made 
on behalf of the vomiting Sacrificer, — “How?” — The text Somapl- 
Mna vd eaa vyrdhyate yah somam vamati * [‘ If one vomits Soma, he is 
ruined ’] ; — this means that when the Soma loses its sanctity (by the vomit- 
ing) the sacrificial performance of the Sacrificer becomes defective and thereby 
he is ruined ; -now this ‘ ruin ’ could never be that of the Priest. If it 
were meant to apply to the case of vomiting by the Priests, then the form 
of the text speaking of the vomiting would have been (‘ that sacrificer is 
ruined) whose priests vomit the Soma \ not ‘ he who vomits the Soma \ — 
From all this also we conclude that the offering (in question) to Soma-Indra 
should be made when the Soma is vomited by the sacrificer. 



Adhikabai^a (14) : Out of the ‘ Cake baked on Eight 
Pans ’ dedicated to Agni, only ‘ two slices ’ are 
to he offered. 

S0TRA (37). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “ The ENTres substance should be offered, 

AS rr IS MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE.” 

Bhasya. 

There are the Daraha-Purnamdaa sacrifices ; in connection with these, 
we read — ‘ Yaddgneyo'atdkapdlo'mdvdaydydm paurrmmdaydnchdchyuto hha- 
vatV [‘The Cake baked upon eight pans dedicated to Agni is never absent 
at the Amdvdsyd and the Paurvbamdal sacrifices ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the entire substance 
(cake) to be offered to Agni ? or only a little is to be offered and a little 
is to be retained ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa : — “ The entire 
aubatance ahould be offered ; — ^why ? — because it is meant for that purpose ; 
the injunction on the point is that *The Cake should be made dgneya (de- 
dicated to Agni) ’ ; hence the whole of it should be offered.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[SlDDHANTAj — INASMUCH AS WHAT IS LAID DOWN AS TO BE OFFERED 
IS A ‘ SLICE,’ THERE MUST BE A REMNANT. 

Bhasya. 

* Niravaddna^ stands for ^ ni^kraya avaddna\ i.e. ‘offering after being 
sliced out ’ ; and it is this ‘ sliced offering ’ that is laid down in the text, 
‘ Out of the substance, one should make two slices for offering * ; there is 
another text also, to the effect that ‘ one should offer into the Fire an offering 
consisting of two slices.’ — From all this it is clear that only ‘ two slices ’ 
have to be offered and the rest is to be retained. 

SOTRA (39). 

[Objection] — “ What is laid down in these texts is only 

THE method (of MAKING THE OFFERING) ; IN REALITY THE WHOLE 
OF THE SUBSTANCE IS MEANT TO BE OFFERED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ It is not meant that only ‘ two slices ’ should be offered ; what is 
meant is that ‘ the substance to be offered should be prepared (sanctified) 
by slicing it twice ’ ; so that all that is enjoined by the texts quoted is that 
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‘ the substance to be offered should be sliced twice ’ ; and it is not meant that 
what is not ‘ sliced twice * should not be offered. Hence the only right 
course to adopt is that the whole of the Cake should be offered, — none other.” 


SOTRA (40). 

[Answer] — The offering should be done once only, as the 
ACTION (of ‘offering’) WILL HAVE BEEN ACCOMPLISHED (BY 
THAT SIMPLE OFFERING) ; SPECIALLY AS THE SUBSTANCE 
IS ONLY SUBSERVIENT (TO THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING ’). 


Answer — When the substance to be offered has been declared to be that 
which is qualified by ‘double slicing*, then by the offering of that ‘double- 
sliced * substance, all that is declared has been accomplished, and in reality 
there is no substance left (of what has been declared to be meant to bo 
offered) ; and hence the offering should not be repeated. -Why so ? — Because 
the substance is meant only to subserve the purpose of accomplishing the 
offering ; and it is not that the substance must be brought into contact 
with the offering. If it were incumbent upon us to bring the substance 
into contact with the offering, then, it might be conceded that, even 
after the ‘ double -sliced ’ substance has boon offered, there is some of the sub- 
stance left which should be brought into contact with the act of offering ; so 
that for this purpose the offering may have to be repeated. As a matter of 
fact, however, the act of offering is there, not for the purpose that the sub- 
stance may be brought into contact with it, — ^but in reality it is the suh- 
sUince that is subservient to the offering ; i.e. the substance is taken away 
only for the purpose of accomplishing the act of offering. Consequently, 
when the offering has been accomplished (by the offering of the ‘double- 
sliced ’ cake), and the man’s purpose has been fulfilled, it is not necessary 
that the primary act (of offering) should be repeated, simply for the sake of 
the substance (that may have been loft after the ‘ double-sliced ’ offering has 
been made). 

Question — “ Why should the substance be regarded as not predominant, 
and hence not necessitating the repetition of the act of offering ? ” 

Answer — Because the result follows from the offering] and also be- 
cause of the maxim that ‘ when an already accomplished entity is spoken 
of along with an entity still to he accomplished, the former is to be taken 
as mentioned for the purposes of the latter ’. —Nor does the substance accord 
any perceptible help to the offering. — From all this it follows that a rem- 
nant is to be kept after the ‘ double-sliced ’ substance has been offered. 

It has been argued that — “ in view of the substance being spoken of 
(in the text) as ‘ dgnMya * (dedicated to Agni), — it must be admitted that the 
whole of it should be offered (to Agni) ”. — But in this view, the connection of 
the whole substance with the offering would be based upon Inference ; that of 
the ‘ double-sliced substance on the other hand, is based upon the directly 
perceived text. — Further, the nominal affix (" dhak\ in the term ^dgneya" 
‘dedicated to Agni*) would be applicable also when the whole of the sub- 
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stance is not offered, — in the sense that ‘ the substance to be offered to Agni 
is to be taken out of the Cake ’ (which, on that account is called " dgn^y a *, 
‘ dedicated to Agni ’). ‘ Agniya ’ is a generic term, while the term ‘ double- 

sliced * in the sentence ‘ the donhle-sliced substance is to be offered ’ is a 
particular term [and there is thus no incongruity in the term ‘ dgneya 

From all this it follows that some portion of the substance is to be 
retained. 

SUTRA (41). 

Also because we find the ‘remnant’ spoken of (in the Veda). 

Bhdsya. 

We actually find the ‘ remnant * (of the Cake) spoken of in such texts 
as — ‘ One should slice the Ida out of the remnant \ ‘one should make the 
SvistaJcrt offering out of the remnant * ; [which is a clear indication of the 
fact that only a portion of the Cake is to be actually offered to Agni, and a 
portion is to be retained as the ‘ remnant * to be used for various pur- 



ADHiKARAtsTA (15) : The ‘ Svistakrt' offering is to be 
made out of the Remnants of all the substances used 
at the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (42). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “ Inasmuch as they are not the motive fob 

THE ADMITTING OF THE SUBSTANCES, THE ReMNANT-OFFERINGS 
should be made out of a single substance ; SPECIALLY 
AS THE Remnant is only a secondary factor/’ 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Daraha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ; at these there are some 
doings with the remnants of the offering-substances,— such doings, for in- 
stance, as the offerings of the ' Ida \ the " Prdshitra^ and the * Sviatakrt\ 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are these doings to be 
done with the remnants of each of the substances offered at the sacrifice ? 
or with the remnant of only one of them ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapakaa — Inasmuch as 
they are not the motive for the admitting of the substancesy the Remnant-offerings 
should he made out of a single substance ; — -that is to say, what may be done 
with the Remnants does not tend to admit the substances [i.e. substances 
are brought into a sacrificial performance, not because the Remnant -offerings 
have to be made out of them, but because the main sacrificial offerings are 
made out of them, and the offering of the Remnant is only for a secondary 
purpose]; if the substances had come in simply for the purpose of the rem- 
nant-offerings being made out of them, then, without doubt, the Remnant - 
offerings would have been made out of all the substances used ; as a matter 
of fact, however, the substances are brought in for a different purpose (i.e. 
for the purpose of the making of the main sacrificial offerings) ; and as such 
they need not necessarily be used for purposes of the remnant -offerings ; 
in fact, on accoimt of all the substances being near to hand, the remnant - 
offerings may be ma»de out of any one of them; because the remnant is 
only a means of the offerings (and hence a secondary factor).” 

SUTRA (43). 

[PQrvapak^a concluded] — Also because the embellish- 
ment IS AOCOMPLLSHBD (BY A SINGLE OFFERING).” 

Bhdsya, 

” As a matter of fact, the embellishment of the primary act (which is 
the sole purpose of the offering of Remnants) is accomplished by a single 
Remnant -offering ; in view of this fact, offerings should not be made out 
of any other remnant.” 



529 


ADHYIyA m, PADA IV, ADHIKABANA (15). 

SUTRA (44). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, they should be made out op all the 

SUBSTANCES, BECAUSE THE MOTIVE IS EQUALLY PBBSENT IN ALL, 

AND BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOB THE SAKE OF THE 

SUBSTANCES. 

Bhdaya, 

In reality, the Remnant -offerings should he made out of all the substances 
(used at the sacrifice) ; — why ? — because the motive is equally present in all ; i.e. 
the reason that there is for the making of the remnant-offering out of one 
substance is present in the case of all the substances ; — Whence a remnant has 
to be secured of all ; that substance of which no remnant is secured, re- 
mains deprived of that embellishment which is brought about by the offering. 
— ^For all these reasons remnant-offerings should be made out of all the 
substances. 

SUTRA (45). 

Also because we find indicatives. 

Bhdsya, 

We find texts also indicative of the same conclusion ; e.g. — ‘ Devd 
vai svistakrtaynahruvan havyam no vaha iti ; sobravU varam vfimi ; hhdgo 
me^stviti ; vryflsveti te ’ hruvan ; sobravit uttardrdhddeva mahyam sakrt sakrda- 
vadadydt * [The deities said to Sviatakrt — ‘ carry to us our offerings ’ ; he 
said — ‘‘ I would ask for the boon that I may receive a share of the offerings ’ ; 
they said — ‘ Do ask for it * ; — ^he said — ‘ One should make an offering to me, 
one by one, out of the latter half ’] ; — ^hero the term ‘ sakrt ’ has been re- 
peated ; which shows that the offerings have to be made out of every one 
of the Remnants. 
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ADHiKARAiiTA (16): In the event of the Remnant- 
offerings being made out of a single substance^ they 
should be made out of the first Remnant. 

SUTRA (46). 

[PCrvapaki^a] — “ If the Remnant-offering is to be done out 

OF ONLY one substance, ONE MAY DO AS ONE LIKES (OFFERING 
IT OUT OF ANY SUBSTANCE HE LIKES), AS THERE CAN 
BE NO DISTINCTION AMONG THEM. 

Bhdsya. 

This is a hypothetical discussion ; the question being — In case the rem- 
nant-offerings were to be made out of a single substance [which we have 
just decided cannot be done] — ^what is to be done ? can the offerings be 
made out of any one of the substances one likes ? or are they to be made 
out of the first one ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ it may bo made out of any substance 
one likes ; — why ? — because we do not find any ground for distinction 
among them ; hence there can be no hard and fast rule as to the substance 
out of which the single offering is to be made.” 

SUTRA (47). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the offering should be made out 

OF THE FIRST SUBSTANCE, BECAUSE OF ITS PRIORITY IN TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

The Remnant-offerings shoTild be made out of the remnant of the first 
(i.e. principal) substance ; — why ? — because of its priority in time. As it is 
the first in point of time, if one were to make the offerings out of it, there 
would be no absence of the requisite conditions ; so that when the conditions 
would be there, it is only right that what is conditional on those conditions 
should be done ; as regards the second and other substances, on the other 
hand, when the offerings would have been once made out of the first sub- 
stance, the necessary conditions would cease to exist ; and hence the offerings 
would not be made out of these. — For all these reasons, the offerings should 
be made out of the remnant of the first substance. 



Adhikaraija (17) : The division of the cake is for the 
purposes of ^ Eating \ 

SUTRA (48). 

rPCfBVAPAK^A] — “ Inasmuch as we do not find any mention of 
‘ Eating the term indicating ‘ giving ’ should be taken 
IN the sense of ‘inducement for service’.’’ 


In connection with the Darsha-Purrmmdsa, we read — ‘ Idam hrahmanah, 
idam hotuh^ idamadhvaryoh, idamagnldh-ah [‘This is for the Brah7nan-pTieat, 
this for the Hotr-prieat, this for the Adhvaryti-prieatt this for the Agnld- 
priest ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 8. 8). [The Cake having been divided into four 
parts, each part is assigned to each of the four principal priests, with the 
words heroin prescribed.] 

In regard to this there arises the question — -Is this assignment of shares 
for the purpose of inducement for willing service ? or for the purpose 
of ‘ eating ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ the assignment of shares is for 
the purpose of inducement for willing service ; — why ? — became we find- no 
mention of the ‘ eating ’ ; we find no such word ns ‘ it should be eaten * ; 
and it is as wrong to do what is not enjoined in the Veda as to omit what 
is enjoined ; — and we find that the parts are given to those who have ren- 
dered service (at the performance) hence it follows that the assignment in 
question is for the purpose of inducement for willing service.” 

SUTRA (49). 

[POrvapaksa concluded] — “Also because it has been 

EULOGISED AS SUCH.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The assignment of shares in question wo find eulogised as the ‘ sacri- 
ficial fee in the text — ‘ Esd vai durshapurnamdsayordaksiiui ’ ; from this 
also we conclude that (like the sacrificial fee) this assignment also is for 
the purpose of inducement for service.” 

SUTRA (50). 

[SiddhInta] — The assignment should be taken as being for 

THE PURPOSE OF ‘ EaTING ’ ; BECAUSE AS REGARDS THE SUB- 
STANCE (Cake), there is equality (between the Priests 

AND THE SACRIFICBR, IN SO FAB AS THE OWNERSHIP 
, OF THE SUBSTANCE IS CONCERNED). 

Bhdsya, 

The assignment of shares must be taken as being for the purpose of 
* eating ’ ; — ” why ? ” — ^because there can be no ‘ giving * in the cose. — 
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“ Why not ? ” — Because it is only the owmr of a thing that can give it, 
not one who is not its owner. — “ Why is there no ownership in this case ? ** 
— Because as a matter of fact, the substance (CaJke) has been already de- 
dicated by the sacrificer to a particular Deity with the terms ‘ this is for 
such and such a deity ’ ; and when a thing has been so dedicated to a deity, 
cultured people no longer treat it as their own. Consequently if the sacri- 
fioer follows this custom of cultured people, he could not have any ownership 
over the cake (so dedicated). And thus [since he has no ownership over it, 
it cannot be given away by him, and] it cannot therefore serve the purpose 
of securing the services (of the priests). 

It has been argued that— “ nowhere do we find any such expression 
as that the shares should he eaten, and there is as much harm in doing what 
is not enjoined as there is in omitting to do what is enjoined —Our answer 
to this is as follows : — When the sacrificer pronounces the words * this for 
the Brahman -Priest ’ and so forth (when assigning the parts of the Cake), 
some sort of connection is established between the shares and the Brahman 
and other priests in this connection, either the shares would benefit the 
Brahman and other priests, or the Brahman and other priests would benefit 
the shares ; — ^as a matter of fact, however, we do not find any perceptible 
benefit being conferred by the Brahman and. other priests upon the shares ; 
—on the other hand, it is possible for some benefit to be conferred on the 
Brahman and other priests by the shares when these latter are eaten ; — 
hence we conclude that the assignment of the shares is for the purpose of 
eating. — “ What is the benefit (that could be conferred by the shares on 
the priests) ? ” — When the Priests have their hunger satisfied by the eating 
of the Cake, they acquire the strength necessary for the completing of the 
remaining part of the sacrificial performance. 


SUTRA (51). 

As FOR THE EULOGISING OF ‘ GIVING ’ (AS BEING THE SACRIFICIAL 
fee), that is due to THE ASSIGNMENT. 

Bhdsya. 

As regards the eulogising of the assignment of shares as ‘ the seicrificial 
fee* , this is due to the fact of ‘assignment’, which is common (to the as- 
signment of the shares of the Cake and the assignment of shares in the 
sacrificial fee) ; hence the eulogy would be applicable to the assignment of 
shares in question, even when it is not for the purpose of securing the service 
(of the Priests). 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya III. 



ADHYAYA III 

pAda V. 


Adhikaraija (1): The ^Remnant-offerings to Svistakrt 
and others should not he done out of Clarified Butter. 

StJTRA (1). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “ The Remnant-offering should be made out of 
Clarified Butter also ; because it has been laid down in 

CONNECTION WITH ALL SUBSTANCES.” 

Bhd^ya. 

[We now proceed to deal with the exception to the general law propounded in 
Su. 44 of the last Pdda —that the Remnatit-offerings are to be made out of all the 
substances used at the sacrifice — TantravdrtikaJ] 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsay we read — ‘ Uttardrdhdt 
svi^pakrte aamavadyati' [‘Offers to Svistakrt out of the latter half (cf. 
Taitti. Sam. 2 . 6 . 6 . 6) ; and again — ‘ IddmupahvaycUi ’ [‘ He invokes the 
Ida ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2 . 6 . 7 . 3 ) ; and similarly other doings with Remnants, 
In regard to these, there arises the question — Are the Svippakft and 
Ida offerings to be made out of the remnant of the Clarified Butter used at 
the Updmshu-ydja — or not ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa — “The said 
acts are to be done ; — ^why ? — because it has been laid down in connection 
with all substances', that is, inasmuch as all the substances are mentioned 
in a common context, the remnant-rites should be performed out of all 
of them. Further, the term ‘ all ’ has been actually used in this connection, 
in the text ‘ Tadyat sarvebhyo havirbhyah samavadyati * [‘ One offers it out 
of all the offering -substances ’]. — From all this it follows that the remnant- 
rites are performed out of the Clarified Butter also.** 

SUTRA (2). 

[PdRVAPAKSA continued'l — Also because of the reason [of 

THE OFFERING, BEING APPLICABLE TO ALL SUBSTANCES]. 


“The reason for the Remnant-offerings to Svisfakft has been described 
in the text — ‘ The deities said to SvisfaJcjrt — please carry our offerings ; 
he said — ^I would ask for the boon that shares at sacrifices may be assigned 
to me; they said — ask for it; then Svipfakrt said — People should offer to 
me out of the latter half ’ ; — the reason that is described in this com- 
mendatory passage applies equally to Clarified Butter and other substances. 
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Consequently the remnant -offerings should be made out of Clarified 
Butter.” 

SOTRA (3). 

[P(Trvapak§a cmtinued] — “ (Thirdly), bbcaitse in connection 

WITH ONE SACRIFICE, THE TERM ‘ SaMAVATTA ’ (‘ CONJOINTLY 
sliced’) is found.” 

Bhdsya, 

“In connection with the ‘Cooked Rice* dedicated to Aditya at the 
Prdyaifiya sacrifice, we find the text ‘ Agnayl aviatakrte aamavadyati ’ [‘ For 
Agni-Sviatakrt, one should offer what has been conjointly sliced *] (Taitti. 
BrS. 1. 7. 4. 4). As a matter of fact, when an offering is made out of a 
single substance — Ajya (Clarified Butter) for instance, it is spoken of by 
means of the word ‘ avadyati ’ (slicea, for offering), — ^and when the term * aama- 
vadyaii* alicea cx)njointly ') is used, it means that it is a mixed offering 
consisting of portions ‘ sliced ’ out of more than one substance. — Such being 
the case and the meaning of the text being that the offering to AgnuSviafakrt 
should consist of what has been ‘ conjointly sliced the procedure adopted 
at the Prdyafilya sacrifice would be correct only if (in addition to the portion 
sliced out of the Cooked. Rice) a ‘ slice ’ were also cut out of the Clarified 
Butter^ — the use of which at the Prdyaffiya would come in (from the Updm- 
ahuydja, of which the Prdyarjdya is a ‘modification’) under the general 
law (that ‘the modification is to bo performed in the same manner as 
the Original Archetype ’ ), — ^as it is only thus that there would be an offering 
consisting of the pieces ‘ sliced conjointly ’ (out of the two substances. 
Cooked Rice and Clarified Butter). If this were not done (and if no portion 
of the Clarified Butter were sliced out for offering), then the only ‘ slice ’ 
cut out for offering would be from the single substance. Cooked. Rice, and 
if this were what is meant, then the term used in the text would have been 
‘ avadyati ’ (simply ‘ slices out for offering ’, not ‘ aamavadyati ’, ‘ slices out 
conjointly as we actually find it). [For this reason also the Remnant- 
offering should be made out of the Clarified Butter. 

SUTRA (4). 

[PCrvapak^a concluded] — “ Lastly, because a commendatory 
DECLARATION RELATING TO THE OFFERING TO ‘ Svi§TAKRT ’ 
ACTUALLY REFERS TO THE CLARIFIED BUTTER.” 


We have the following commendatory declaration relating to the 
offering to Svi§fahrt, which refers to the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Dhruvd-v&saeX : — ‘ Avaddya avaddya dhnivdm praiyahhighdrayati, aviapakfil 
avaddya run dhruvdm pratyahhighdrayati, fid hi tatah param dhtUim yakpyan 
bhavati * [‘ After each offering, one should pour back the Butter-remnant 
into the Dhruvd vessel ; but after having made the offering to Svipfakii, 
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he need not pour back any remnant into the DAmm- vessel ; as there is no 
other offering to be made after the offering to Sm8takrt '\ — This passage 
explains the purpose for which the remnant is poiu’ed back into the vessel, — 
and this purpose clearly is that another offering is going to be made out of 
the remnants thus collected in the D/tmm-vessel ; this is further confirmed 
by the statement that after the offering to Sviatakrt, there is to be no such 
pouring hack, as after that, there are no other offerings to be made. — All 
this goes to show that there is pouring back of the Clarified Butter into the 
vessel only for the purpose of making the remnant -offering to Svipfahrt. 
[Thus it is clear from this also that the remnant -offering has to be made out 
of the Clarified Butter. y 

SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta] — This (remnant-offering out of the clarified 

butter) could not be done, as there can be no ‘ REMNANT ’ 

IN THIS CASE ; AND THIS ABSENCE OF ‘ REMNANT ’ WOULD 
BE DUB TO THE FACT THAT ALL THE CLARIFIED BUTTER 
WOULD HAVE BEEN TAKEN UP (BY THE 
OTHER OFFERINGS). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not possible that there should be Svistakrt and Idd-ojferings made 
out of the Clarified Butter contained in the ‘Dhruva-vessel. — “Why? 
Because there can be no remnant in this case. — “ Why cannot there be a 
remnant in this case ? “ — Because all the Clarified Butter would have been 
taken up (by the 'tnain offerings). 

SUTRA (6). 

What may have been left in the Dhruva-vessel cannot be 

TREATED AS A ‘ REMNANT ^ AS THE BUTTER IN THAT VESSEL IS 
MEANT FOR SEVERAL PURPOSES IN COMMON. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ The Clarified Butter that had been secured for 
the Updmshuydja, — out of tliat some would be left over in the Dhruva- 
vessel ; and this could be treated as the ‘ remnant ’ (out of which the offering 
to Svistakft could be made).” 

That cannot be ; as what is contained in the Dhruvd is meant for several 
purposes in commony — for instance, for being offered at the Updmshuydja 
and for several other purposes ; in fact Clarified Butter is required for 
all those actions where the sacrifice is performed by means of that Butter ; 
and at whatever action Clarified Butter has to be used, at each one of 
these it has to be brought in and ‘ prepared ’. Hence the Clarified Butter 
in the Dhruvd vessel is meant for all these several purposes. In fact 
this is clearly indicated by the Vedic text also — ‘ Sarvasmai vd yajndya 
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grhyal^ yad dhruvdydm djyam * [* The Clarified Butter in the Dhruvd is 
what is brought in for all sacrifices ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3 . 3 . 5 . 5 ). — “ What if it 
is so ? ’’—If the Clarified Butter collected in the Dhruvd for the purpose 
of the Updmshuydja is meant for several purposes in common, then, 
even after the completion of the Updmshuydja, there would be other 
purposes to be served by it ; hence it cannot be regarded as something to 
be ‘ disposed of ’ (as no longer required) ; it is only when a thing has served 
ail its purposes and is only causing confusion by remaining there, that 
it has to be * disposed of *. In some cases, when a thing has to be ‘ dis- 
posed of *, it is declared that it should be ‘ disposed of * in such and such a 
manner. When however a thing brought in has still some use, it cannot 
be regarded as to be ‘ disposed of *. Consequently after the Updmshuydja 
has been performed, and even after the offering to Svisfakrt has been made, 
the Clarified Butter left in the Dhruvd cannot be treated as ‘ renmant ’ 
and as such, something to be ‘ disposed of ’ — [and the offering of the rem- 
nant is nothing more than a ‘disposal’ of what is no longer required], — 
As analogous to this we have the case where rice for several persons has 
been cooked in a single vessel, — if one of them has eaten out of it, what 
remains in the vessel is not treated as ‘ remnant ’ (or leavings) to be given 
away to dependants ; because it has still got to serve other purposes (i.e. 
the remaining persons are still there to eat it). Exactly similar is the 
case of the sasbstance. Clarified Butter, left after the Updmshuydja [which, 
having been got together for use at several actions, cannot, after the com- 
pletion of the Updmshuydja only, be treated as ‘ remnant ’ and ‘ disposed 
of * as such by being offered as ‘ remnant-offering 

Says the Opponent — “ [If the Clarified Butter in the D/imm-vessel 
cannot be offered as ‘ remnant ’, then] there would a ‘ remnant * of Clarified 
Butter in the Juhu, as in the Cups, i.e. as there is of Soma in the Ladles and 
Cups, according to injunctions.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sutra— 


SUTRA (7). 

What has been collected in the JuntT -vessel is all 

CONNECTED WITH A PABTICULAR OBLATION. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been explained that there can be no ‘ remnant ’ of the Updmshuydja 
in the Dhruvd, because the Clarified Butter got together for this sacrifice 
is meant in common for several actions. — Now the question is put — why 
cannqt the remnant-offering be made out of the Clarified Butter left in the 
Jt«/itZ-vessel, — in the same manner as there is remnant (of Soma) in the ladle 
where it had been taken up for being offered into the fire ? ” — Our answer 
to this is that what has been collected in the Juhu-vessel is all connected with a 
particular oblation, and hence (as the whole of it will have been offered awav), 
there would be no ‘ remnant ’ in it. 
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SUTRA (8). 

“ It may be as in the Ladle ”, — if this 13 urged [the answer 
WOULD be as in the FOLLOWING SCTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

This argument, urged by the opponent, has got to be refuted. (This 
is done in the following Sutra) — 

SUTRA (9). 

That cannot be ; because (in the case of the Soma), there is an 

INFRINGEMENT OF AN INJUNCTION (iF ALL THE SOMA IS OFFERED 
away), AND ALSO BECAUSE IT (THE POURING OF THE SOMA INTO 
THE CUPS AND VESSELS) IS MEANT TO BE ONLY A PRE- 
PARATION OF AN OFFERING -MATERIAL . [F OR THESE 
TWO REASONS, THE WHOLE OF THE SOMA- 
JUICE IS NOT OFFERED AWAY.] 

Bhdsya, 

The case of the Clarified Butter in the Jiihu is not analogous to that 
of the Soma in the cups and vessels. In the case of the latter [if all the 
Soma were offered away in oblations], there would be an infringement of 
the injunction ‘ Somaayagnermhltyanuvasatkaroti ’ (Aitareya Bra. 3. 5). 
[which lays down an oblation to be offered later on]. — Then again, in regard 
to the pouring of the Soma into the cups and vessels, all that such texts 
as — ‘ Aindravdyavam grhvati ’ [‘ should hold the cups dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu ’] lay down is the mere holding, — not holding accompanied by offering 
as oblations ; and all that is meant by this holding is that the Soma is pre- 
pared as an offering-material.— [For these two reasons, there is no offering 
of all the Soma in the cups and vessels] ; [and hence ‘ remnant * becomes 
possible]. — In the case of the Clarified Butter on the other hand, what is 
laid down is the offering of it as an oblation, in such texts as ‘ ChaturgrhUam 
juhoti'* (Taitti. Sam. 5. 1 . 1. 1) — [Hence in this case all the Butter in the 
Juhu is offered away ; and hence there can be no remnant.] 

SUTRA (10). 

The TERM ‘ ALL ’ REFERS TO WHAT IS THERE ; AS WHAT IS LAID 
DOWN CAN PERTAIN ONLY TO SUCH THINGS AS ARE IN 

EXISTENCE. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 1) that — “ the text has laid down that 
‘ the slicing is done for offering out of all substances * [and hence the rem- 
nant-offering should be done out of the Clarified Butter also].” — Our answer 



638 


SHABABA-BHi§YA : 


to this is as follows : — What is declared in the text refers to only such 
‘ remnants * of substances as ore there already, and not to all substances 
without any qualification ; the meaning thus is that ‘ the slicing is to be 
done out of such remnants as are already there * ; just as when it is said 
‘ all the rice *, or ‘ all the Brahmanas have eaten ’ — the term ‘ all * refers 
to such rice and such Brfihmanas, as may be there (and it cannot refer to all 
the rice, or all the Brahmanas, in the world) ; — similarly in the case in question 
(‘ all substances ’ stands for all those of which remnants may be actually 
there) [and as there is no remnant of the Clarified Butter, there could not be 
any remnant -offering out of it]. 

SUTRA (11). 

The indicative text refers to the mixture of genuses. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that “ the use of the term ‘ conjoint 
(mixed) slicing * would not be applicable if no slicing for offering were made 
out of the Clarified Butter, brought in in accordance with the general law 
that ‘ the modification is to be done in the same manner as the original 
sacrifice — The answer to this is as follows : — Even though there may 
not be any remnant -offering out of the Clarified Butter, the term ‘ mixed 
slicing* would be quite applicable, as referring to the particular genuses, — 
i.e. as referring to the genus ‘rice* and the genus ‘Clarified Butter’ [as 
mixed up in the ‘ Cooked Rice ’, in which there is both ‘ Rico ’ and ‘ Clarified 
Butter * ; hence when a slice is cut out of this ‘ Cooked Rice *, there is a 
mixed shcirig of both Rice and Butter ; this mention of ‘ mixed slicing ’ 
therefore cannot indicate the possibility of a slicing out of the pure and 
simple Clarified Butter by itself]. — It is possible to take the term in this 
sense, as what is stated is a mere reiterative declaration, and it is open to 
us to take such a declaration in any sense that may be reasonably suitable. 


SUTRA (12). 

The last text (quoted by the Purvapak§in) only means 
that the Vessel should not be entirely empty. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above (imder Su. 4) that — “ there is a text which 
indicates that there should be pouring back of Clarified Butter into the 
Dhruvd [and there would be this ‘ remnant ’ available for making the 
remnant -offering].” — The answer to this is that the Butter that may be 
thxxs poured back is not for the purpose of making the remnant offering to 
Svifitakrt, because there would be no ‘ remnant ’ at all in the case ; as has 
been already explained (under SO. 5). Hence the meaning of the text 
quoted under Su. 4 is as follows : — ‘ Under the impression that no more 
oblations are going to be offered out of it, the Dhruva should not be emptied,* 



ADHYAYA HI, PADA V, ADHIKABANA ( 1 ). 


539 


—if there were another oblation to be poured out of the Dhruvd^ then, in 
the event of more clarified butter being poured back into the Dhruvd, the 
Dhruvd would be empty. What the sentence ‘ no more oblations are going 
to be offered out of it ’ means is that so long as there is an oblation still 
to be offered out of the Dhruvd^ it should not be emptied (and it should con- 
tinue to be refilled by pouring back Butter into it) ; but if no butter were 
poured back into it after each offering, the Dhruvd would become empty ; 
and it should not become empty [so long as there is another oblation to 
be offered out of it] ; but as soon as there remains no other oblation to be 
offered out of it, what would be the use of pouring back any more Clarified 
Butter into it ? 



Adhikabaijia (2) : At the ‘ Sakamprasthayya ’ also there 
is to be no ‘ remnant-offering 

StJTRA (13). 

At the ‘ Sakamprasthayya ’ sacrifice also, the offering to 

SVL^TAKRT SHOULD BE AS IN THE AFORESAID CASE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasay we read — ' Sakamprasthd- 
yyena yajlta^ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 4. 3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the remnant -offering 
connected with Svistakrt and Ida to be made at this sacrifice, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ the offering is to bo made why ? — 
because the Sakamprasthayya is a modification of the Darsha-Purivimusa 
<at which the said offering is made, and the modification has to be performed 
like its original archetype).” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The said offering 
is not to be made at the Sakamprasthayya: — why ? — because, there is no rem- 
narUy there being no remnant on account of the whole of the substance having 
been taken up (Su. 5). — “ How is that ? ” — In connection with the sacrifice 
in question, we read — ‘ Ajyabhdgdbhydm pracharydgnbyena cha puroddsh^na 
agnldhrl srucham praddya saha kumbhlbhirabhikrdman dha * [‘ After having 
made the offerings of Clarified Butter and the Cake dedicated to Agni, 
making over, to the Agnidhra Priest, the ladles and taking the Kumbhxs with 
himself, he goes forward and says. . . . ’] [which makes it clear that after the 
main Butter-offerings have been made, there is none of the Butter left thero]. 
— Thus the conclusion is that there are to be no remnant-offerings at the 
Sakamprasthayya, 



Adhikaraivia (3) : There are to be no ^ Remnant- 
offerings ’ at the Sautramanl sacrifice. 

SUTRA (14). 

At the SautrImanI sacrifice also [there are to be no 

‘ REMNANT-OFFERINGS OUT OF THE CUPS. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Sautramanl sacrifice, in connection with which certain 
‘ Clips * (of Soma-juice) are mentioned as dedicated to Ashvins, to Sdrasmtl 
and to Indra. This sacrifice is the ‘ modification’ of a sacrifice (Jyotietorna) 
at which the ‘ remnant -offerings ’ are to be made ; — consequently, according 
to the general law that ‘ the modification is to be performed in the manner 
of its original archetype it would appear to be necessary to make the 
‘ remnant-offerings ’ connected with Svis^krt and Ida. 

Now there arises the question — Are the ‘ remnant -offerings * to be 
omitted at the Sautrdmavd sacrifice, or not ? 

The Purvapakfta view is that, in accordance with the general law (re- 
ferred to), the remnant- offerings should be made {not omitted). 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — -At the Sautrd- 
manl sacrifice also there are to be no remnant -offerings out of the cups (Su.)* 
-The particle ‘ cha ’ (‘ also ’) serves to apply to this case all that has been 
urged in the foregoing two Adhikaranas,—'^ Why should there be no such 
offering ? ” —Because there is no remnant, the absence of remnant being due 
to the whole of the substance having been taken up (Su. 5). 

At this sacrifice also, they proceed to offer oblations with the cups — 
for which purpose cups of milk and cups of wine are taken up ; and all the 
substance that is contained in these cups is taken up and verbally dedicated 
to their respective deities ; as is laid down in the text — * Orhltdn grahdn ftvija 
ddadate, dshvinamadhvaryuh, sdrasvatam brahma, aindram pratiprasthdtd 
[‘ The Priests take up the cups — ^the Adhvaryu takes up the cup dedicated to 
the Ashvins; the Brahman takes up that dedicated to Sarasvati, and the 
Pratiprasthdtr takes up that dedicated to Indra *.] Thus the whole of the sub- 
stance is taken up by these oblations ; that the substance is to be offered 
in oblations is also laid down in the text — * Uttare * gnau payograhdn juhvati^ 
ddksinl^gnau surdgrahdn juhvati ’ [‘ They offer the cups of milk into the 
Northern Fire, and the cups of wine into the Southern Fire ’]. 

SUTRA (15). 

The mention of ‘ remnant ’ also is to be taken as in the 

PREVIOUS CASE. 

Bhd§ya. 

This same conclusion (arrived at under Su. 5) is supported by the 
mention of ^ remnant *, in the text — * He should keep back a little, he should 
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not offer up the whole ’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 2) ; this prohibition of the offering 
of the whole would be explicable only if (without this prohibition) there 
were a possibility of the whole being offered. And it is on account of a distinct 
declaration that the ‘ remnant-offering ’ to Svistukrt is not to be made at 
this sacrifice, out of the remnant that has been kept back (in accordance 
with the prohibition just quoted) ; because a different use is laid down for 
that remnant in the text ‘ Brdhmanam pariknnlydt uchchhesanasya pdtdram ’ 
(Tai. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 2.) [‘ He should engage a Brahmana who should drink 
the remnant’] [by whom the remnant is to he druyik^ and not used as an 
offering to St)i8takrt], There is a similar use laid down for another remnant 
of the same kind in the text — ^ Shafdtrnndydm vikmrayantl^ [‘They pour 
it into a hundred holed jar’]. (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 4.) 



ADHiKARAiiTA (4) : At the ‘ Sarvaprstha ’ Sacrifice^ the 
^ Remnant-offering ’ should he made only once. 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

[PiTrvapak^a] — “Though the substance is one, the ‘ remnant- 

offerings’ SHOULD BE MADE WITH EACH OF THE ACTS (THAT 
GO TO MAKE UP THE SaRVAPR§THA SACRIFICE). 

Bhdsya. 


[We have dealt with cases where there is no ‘ remnant -offering * to be made. 
We are now considering a case whore there is a peculiarity regarding the remnant- 
offerings.] 

There is the ‘ Sarvaprstha ’ sacrifice [consisting of several oblations 
offered to Indra in his various aspects] —spoken of in the texts — ‘ Indrdya 
rathantardya \ ^Indrdya vairupdya'y ^Indrdya vairdjdya\ ^Indrdya shd- 
Jcvardya \ [Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 7. 2] ; — at this sacrifice, the Cake is the 
substance used in connection with all these several oblations in common. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the remnant -offering 
to Sviatakrt to be done with each of these oblations ? Or, only once ? 

The Purvapahsa view is that, in view of the general law that ‘ the 
modification is to be performed in the same manner as its original Archetype 
the offering should be made with each oblation, — oven though there is only 
one substance common to all the oblations,— as each oblation is a distinct 
act by itself.” 

SUTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as there is no division (of the sub- 
stance, AMONG THE SEVERAL OBLATIONS), THERE MUST BE A 
COMMON ‘ REMNANT ’ FOR ALL [SO THAT THERE CAN BE 
ONLY ONE OFFERING OF THE ‘ REMNANT ’). 

Bhdsya. 

We assert that the ‘ remnant-offering should be made only once ’ : ha- 
ca/use there is no division of the svbstance among the several oblations ; as a 
matter of fact, portions of the Cake are not divided among the several obla- 
tions ; all that is said is that ‘ the remnant -offering to Svistakri, should be 
made out of the latter half of the Cake’, — and of the Cake, there is only 
one ‘ latter half ’ ; so when an offering is made out of this ‘ latter half * 
it cannot be distinguished from the remnant of which oblation the offering has 
been made, and from the remnant of which it has not been made. — Similarly 
in the case of the Idd offering also. — From all this it follows that the ‘ rem- 
nant offering ’ should be made only once. 



Adhikarai^a (5) : In the case of the cup dedicated to 
Indra-VayUy there should be two ^ Eatings^ of 
the Remnant. 

SUTRA (18). 

In the case of the cup dedicated to Indra-Vayu, there should 

BE AN ‘ Eating of Remnants ’ in connection with each 
oblation, BY VIRTUE OF THE DIRECT INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

[There are two ways of ‘ disposing of ’ the remnants of saerificial materials : — - 
(1) offering them into the Fire, to Svisfakrt, and (2) eating them. We have hither- 
to dealt with the offering of remnants ; wo are now going to deal with the eating 
of remnants. In the natural order Viis present Adhiknrana shouhl have come after 
the next —where the general question of tho eating of Soma-remnants is dealt with, 
— yet the author has brought in this first, because, in a way, it is an exception to 
the foregoing Adhikarnna.^ 

There is the Jyotippoma sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Jyotistomena 
avargakdmo yajeta ’ ; [at this sacrifice, several cups and ladles are used ; each 
cup is dedicated to a distinct deity, and offered as such ; and the remnant 
left in the cup after the offering has been made, is subsequently ‘ eaten * (see 
next Adhikarana) ; one of these cups is dedicated jointly to the two deities 
Indra and Vdyu^ ; in regard to this cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu there arises 
the question -Is tho eating of the renmant in this cup to be done once, or 
twice ? 

Tho Purvapaksa view is that “since the eating is meant to be an ‘em- 
bellishment’ for the So7na, it should be done once only”. 

As against this, the Siddhdnta is that in the case of the cup dedicated 
to Indra-VdyUj tho eating should be done twice; — why ? — By virftie of the 
direct injunction ; we have tho following injunction — ‘ Out of the cup dedi- 
cated to Indra-Vdyu, one should eat twice, and should make two Va^af- 
kdra offerings’ ; —and no burden can be too heavy to be borne by a direct 
injunction [hence in spite of all the arguments lurged in the foregoing Adhi- 
karai^a an exception has to be made in the case of the cup dedicated to 
Indra-Vdyu], 



Adhikarai^a (6) : In the case of ‘ Soma \ there must 
he ^ Eating of Remnants \ 

SUTRA (19). 

[P(Trvapak8a] — “In the case of Soma, there is no ‘Eating 

AS THERE IS NO INJUNCTION TO THAT EFFECT 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J ffotiatoina, there are several Soma-oblations 
laid down. — In regard to these, th(^re arises the question — Is the remnant 
of these Soma-oblations to be eaten, or not ? 

The Pilrvapakaa view is that “ there ia no eating ^ in the case of Soma ; — 
why ? — because there is no injimction to that effect ; and in the absence of an 
injunction it cannot be known for certain that there should be ‘ eating ’ ; 
hence the conclusion is that the remnant of Soma-oblations should not be 
eaten 

SCTRA (20). 

[SiddhantaJ — Fn reality, there should be ‘ Eating because 

WE FIND A TEXT WHICH, THOIKJH HAVIN(^ A DIFFERENT APPLICA- 
TION, IS INDICATIVE OF THE EATING. 

Bhdsya, 

There should be ‘ eating ’ ; as there Is the following text, which, though 
having a different application, indicates the ‘eating ’ — ' Sarvatah parihdra- 
mashvlnam bhakaayafi bhak§itdpydyit(lmahchamaadn dakainaaydnaao * 
valambe sddayanti ' (see Taitti. Sam. 6. 4. 9. 4-6) [‘ He takes round the 
cup dedicated to the Ashvlns and eats it ; after the cups have been oaten 
and refilled, they deposit them on the prop of the cart to the south ’].— Unless 
there were ‘ eating ’ of Soma in general, such particular cases of ‘ eating ’ 
as are mentioned in this text could not be spoken of. 

SUTRA (21). 

In FACT, THE TEXTS ARE DIRECT INJUNCTIONS, AS THEY SPEAK OF 

WHAT IS NOT ALREADY KNOWN ; HENCE THE ‘ EaTING * WOULD 
BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH DIRECT INJUNCTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

Objection — “ Wliat has been cited (in support of the eating) is only an 
indicative ; it is necessary to point to an injunction of it.” 

Anaioer — The texts that are cited as ‘ indications * may be treated 
as injunctions ; For instance, the text, ‘ Sarvatah parihdramdshvinam bhak - 
§ayati, etc' (cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 4. 9. 4) a-ctually enjoins a particular form of 
35 
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eating ; as this is something not already known, the sentence caimot be 
taken as a mere reiterative reference to the ‘ Eating In fact, if the text 
were taken as enjoining something not already known, it would serve a 
distinctly useful purpose. Thus then, there should be ‘ Eating ’ of Soma, 
only in cases in connection with which it is mentioned in the texts ; and 
in this there would not be any improper extension of the practice of eating. 



Adhikaraija (7) : The ‘ Soma-remriant ’ should be eaten 
by the Priests holding the Cups. 

SUTRA (22). 

Out of the gups, there must be ‘ Eating because of the 

NAMES (given TO THE CUPS), — THE APPLICATION OF THE NAMES 
BEING BASED UPON THE FACT (OF ‘ EaTING ’ BEING 
DONE OUT OF THEM, BY THE PrIESTS). 

Bhdsya, 

Iq connection with the Jyoiiatomay we read Pra if u hotvshchainasah, 
pm hrahmanah^ prodgdtrrndm^ pra yajamdimsyay prayantu sadasydndm ’ 
[‘ Let the Hotr^a cup come forward, also the Brahman's cup^ the Udgdtrs' 
cupy the Yajamdna's cupy and the Sadasyas' cup *]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Fs eating (of Soma) to he 
done by these cup -owners, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that ‘‘ it should not l)e done ; as it has just 
been pointed out that there should bo no undue extension of the practice 
of eating 

On this wo have the following Slddhdnta —Out of the cups, there should 
be ‘ eating ’ ; — -why ? — because of the names given to the cups ; — i.e. the names 
‘ Hotushchamasah ' (Hotr’s cup), ‘ BrahmanashcJiamasah * (Brahman’s cup), 
‘ Udgdtushchamasah ’ (Udgatr’s cup) clearly indicate that the particular 
cup is called ‘ hotushchamasah ’ because the Hotr Priest eats (literally ‘ sips \ 
‘ chamati ’), shall eat, or has eaten, out of that cup ; if the Hotr Priest did 
not eat (or sip) out of it, it could not be ‘ hotushchamasah ’ ; and from this 
it follows tliat he does oat out of it. [Similarly with the other names.] 

Says the Opponent — In what way does this ‘ indicative ’ (of the 
‘ eating *) operate? ** 

It is operative through competeneyy we say. What the direction says is 
that ‘ the Hotmhchamasa should come forward ’ ; now if the Hotr did 
eat (chaniet) out of it, then no such thing as the ‘ hotushchamasah ’ (Hotp’s 
cup) would have the competency to ' come forward ’. — It would not do if the 
Hotr Priest were to ‘ eat ’ rice or some such thing, as the cup in question 
is called the ' Soma-chamasa', 'Soma-o\ip', Then again (the name cannot 
be regarded as indicative of ownership, because) as a matter of fact, the 
cup is the projicrty, not of the Hotr priest, but of the Sacrificer ; all that the 
Hotr priest can do is to ‘ eat ’ out of it (by virtue of which it is called his 
* chamasa \ cup). — Further, if Soma is ‘eaten’ out of the cup [and not some 
other thing, like Rice], then alone is it possible for further oblations to be 
offered with that cup ; because Soma is a sacred substance, hence the eating 
of it does not pollute the cup, and it is possible to offer subsequent oblations 
with it. — “ [In the case of other substanoea. Rice and the like also] it would 
be possible to offer oblations with a cup that is polluted, on the strength 
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of texts enjoining the offering of the oblations.” — But any such text could set 
aside the prohibition of using polluted cups only if there were no other way of 
eating out of the cups and also offering the oblations, without using polluted 
cups ; as a matter of fact, there is such a way, if the ‘ eating ’ out of the 
cup is of Soma (riot of Rice or any such thing) [whereby, on account of the 
peculiar sanctity attaching to the Soma, the cup is not polluted, and hence 
the offering of the subsequent oblations with it does not go against the 
prohibition of using polluted cups]. — ^From all this it follows that the Soma 
should be eaten by those priests who hold the cups. 

Says the Opponent — “ [Tn the case of the eating of Rice and such things 
also] people could have recourse to scraping the cup and such other means 
(for removing the impurity attaching to the cup on account of the eating 
of Rice, etc.) [and then the cup, thus purified, could be used in offering the 
oblations] 

In that case the relationship (of the cup to the eating Priest) having 
ceased (by reason of the scraping of the portion touched by the oate' s lips), 
the cup would no longer bo the same cup, it would become a totally different 
object. 

It is for this reason (that like the priests, the sacrificer also should eat 
the Soma out of the cup named after him) that the following text forbids 
the eating of Sotna by a twn-Brdhmana sacrificer — ‘ Sa yadi raja lam 
oaishyam vd ydjayet, sa yadi soimim hihhaksnyiset nyagrodhastihhlrc t,yn 
tdh sampisya dadhanl unnirjya tamasmai hhaksam prayachchhet, na sonvv. 
(Aita. Bra. 7. 30) [‘If he ofhciates at the sacrifice performed by a Ksattriya 
or a Vaishya, -and the sacrificer wishes to eat Soma, the priest should f ,tch 
the shoots of the banyan-tree, pound them and mix them up with curu, and 
then offer this to the sacrificer for eating, and not the Soma ’] ; — this text 
clearly shows that there shall be omission of the eating of Soma (in the case 
of the non-Brdhmana sacrificer) ; now this fear of the non-Brahiiiana sacrificer 
eating Sonm [without which there could be no prohibition] could be possible 
only if, as a ruU% Sonm were meant to be eaten out of the cups by persons 
after whom the cups are named. — From all this we conclude that there 
must be eating of Soina by these persons out of the cups named after tliem. 



Adhikaraista (8) : The Soma is to he eaten by the 
‘ Udgatr ’ {chanting) priests together with the 
‘ Suhrahmanya ’ Priest. 

SUTRA (23). 

[POrvapaksa (A)] — “ Only one person shall eat out of the 

‘ UdGATR’s cup,’ — BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DIRECT ASSERTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the J yoliatoma sacrifice laid down in the text ‘ Jyoti^tomena 
svargakdmo yajeta ’ ; — in connection with this sacrifice, we read * Praitti 
hotushchamaaah pra luigdtftndm'. — Tt has been decided in the fore- 

going Adhikarana that the eating out of the Cups is to be regulated by their 
names [i.e. the Hotr is to eat out of the ‘ Hotr’s cup the Brahman^ out of the 
M^rahman’s cup’ and so on]. — ^Now in connection with the cup named 
‘ Udgdtrrndm chamasah ‘ the cup of the Udgatrs’, there arises the question 
— [There being only one priest of the name of ‘ Udgatr ’] is the one Udgatr 
priest alone to eat out of this cup ? — or all the Priests ? — or all the Sdma- 
vedin priests, except the Subrah^nanya Priest ? — or all the Sdniavidin priests 
along with the Suhrahmanya ? 

(A) On this question, we have the following view as the first PUrvU’ 
paksa (A) — “ The one Udgatr priest alone is to eat out of it ; — because such 
ia the Direct Assertion ; — i.e. the Udgatr priest is the only person who is men- 
tioned in the name of the cup — ^which Ims been called in the text as ‘ Ud- 
gdtrrndm chamasah \ ‘ the cup of the Udgdtra \ — ‘ But in the text we have 
the Plural number, which means that several persons should eat.’ — The answer 
to that is that it is true that the Plural number is found in the text, but 
that number appears as pertaining to the noun-base ‘ Udgdtf * ; under the 
circumstances, if significance were meant to be attached to the Plural num- 
ber, then it would denote the plurality of Udgdtf Priests ; as a matter of 
fact, however, there is only one Udgdtr Priest ; — consequently, even though 
directly mentioned, the plurality could not bring about different (several) 
Udgatr Priests ; — Whence it must be concluded that no significance is meant 
to be attached to the Plural number. — Then again, the notion that several 
persons should eat out of the cup could be got at only by Inference. — ‘ How ? ’ 
— ^It would be got at by means of the following inferential reasoning : — The 
Plural number is applied only to such noim-bases as denote several individ- 
uals, — in the case in question we find the Plural number applied to the 
base ‘ Udgdtr \ — hence verily the cup must belong to several (Udgdtf 8 )* — 
This is a purely inferential process. On the other hand, the fact that there 
is only one Udgdtr priest, — ^not even a second or a third — is directly per- 
ceptible. Perception is always more authoritative than Inference. Hence 
the cup belongs to — and is to be eaten out of, — ^by only one person, and 
that person, the on© Udgdtf priest.” 
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SUTRA (24). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA (B)l — ‘‘ Or, all [the Priests should eat out of 
THE cupj ; because there is an indication of all.” 

Bhdsya. 

(B) — “ Or, all the priests should eat out of the Udf/dtr-cup, If the 
Udqdtr priest were the only one person to eat out of it, then the presence of the 
plural number (in ‘ itdgdtrrndm ’) would have to be regarded as a mistake ; 
specially as such plurality is neither referred to nor predicated. — ‘ In the 
event of all the priests eating out of the cup, the presence of the name of 
the Udf/dfr -priest (in ‘ Udgdtrrruhn cha^nasah') would have to be regarded 
as a mistake’. — Our answer to that is that the term ‘ TJdgatrrndm' may, in 
that case, be taken in a figurative sense, as standing for * the Udgatr-priest 
and the rest 


SCTRA (25). 

[POrvapaksa (G)| — “Or, the hymn-chanters alone [should 

EAT OUT OF THE CUP| ; AS THE INDICATION IS OF THESE ALONE, 
SPECIALLY IN VIEW OF THE PRESENCE OF THE PlURAL 

NUMBER.” , 

Bhdsya. 

(C) — Says the Opponent to the Purvapakm (B) — “ It is not right that 
the cup should bo eaten out of by several persons. — Why ? — Because the 
connection of the term ‘ Udgdtr ’ with ‘ Chaniasa ’ is indicated by a directly 
perceived ‘sentence’; — again, the connection of the Plural Number with 
the term * Udgdtr ’ is shown by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ ; — ^no other Priest has 
any connection with the Plural Number ; — hence it is not right that the 
cup should be eaten out of by several persons including the Udgdtr as well 
as others (as held by PCuvapaksin B).” 

It 18 in answer to this that we have the third Punxzpalcm (C) : — “ As a 
matter of fact, the terra ‘ Udgdtr ’ is capable of expressing Plurality (and taking 
the Plural Number), through the particular action, — that of chanting, — the 
terra ‘ Udgdtr^ in the Plural literally denoting chanters (Udgayanti iti Ud- 
gdtdrah). — Who are these several chanters (who are spoken of by the term 
‘ Udgdtrrndm * in the Plural) ? ’ — They are the three hymn-chanting 
priests — (1) Prastotr, (2) Udgdtr and (3) Pratihartr. Thus by reason of the 
presence of the Plural Number, we conclude that the term ‘ Udgdtr ’ (with 
the Plural Number) is meant to stand for those in whom the inferred 
action (of chanting) is present. In this manner, both the Plural Number and 
the term ‘ Udgdtr * become explicable. — For these reasons we conclude that 
the cup is to be eaten out of by the hymn-chanters ^ 
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SUTRA (26). 

[SlDDHANTA 1 — In FACT, ALL (THE FOUR SaMAVEDIN PrIESTS, SHOULD 
EAT OUT OF THE CUP) ; BECAUSE THEY ARE ALL EQUALLY CON- 
NECTED WITH THE (SAMA) VeDA ; AND IT IS FOR A SPECIAL 
REASON THAT THE NAME (‘ UdOATR ’) IS RESTRICTED TO 
ONE ONLY (OF THE SAID FOUR SAMAVEDIN PRIESTS). 

All the Sdmavedm priests— i.e. the tliree named above (Prastotr, TJdgdtr 
and Pratihartr) along with the Subrahmanya Priest — should eat out of the cup. 
— “How so ?” — ^In answer to this, it will not be right to say— ‘ because 
they are connected with chanting ’ ; —why so ? —because connection with 
‘ Udgdna ’ (chanting) is something quite different from connection with 
‘ Gdna ’ (singing), — ‘ Udgdna ’ (chanting aloud) being something different 
from ‘ Odna ’ (singing) ; * Odna ’ is mere singing^ secular as well as Vedic, while 
the other, ‘ Udgdna derived from the root ‘ Gai ’ (to sing) and the prefix 
‘ ut \ is well-known as the name of a particular phase of Sama-chant ; now 
the person who does this Sdraa-chanting and is therefore called the ‘ Udgdtr * 
is one only, and there are not several persons of this name. Thus then, 
it will not be right to say that there shall be several Udgdtr priests, as all 
are equally connected with ‘ Sama-chanting ’. — “ What then is the correct 
answer to the question why all the four Sdmavedin priests should eat out 
of the cup ? ” — The correct answer is that thejf are all equally connected 
with the Sdina-veda. In this sense an exposition of the Veda is called 
‘ avdgdtra \ and several functions are also called ‘ amlgatra ’ ; so that one who 
studies the Audgdtra exposition, or performs the Audgdtra functions, is 
called the ‘ Udgdtr \ — “How so ? ” — It is well-known that the function of 
the Udgdtr is called ‘ audgdtra ’ ; and from this it is clear that Udgdtr is the 
perfoi*mer of the Audgdtra functions. Thus then, if a man knows what 
Udgdtr is, he at once says, even though it is not explained, that the function 
pertaining to that Udgdtr is '‘audgdtra' ; commonly, if one knows the mean- 
ing of the term ‘ audgdtra he at once says that the performer of the 
audgdtra functions is the ‘ Udgdtr ’, even though he may not be told so. 
For instance, if a man knows the person named Udameghay he at once calls 
his child ‘ audamighi ’ even without being told so ; and conversely if one 
knows Audameghiy he at once recognises his father to be Udamegha, even 
without being told.— Thus then the application of the name ‘ Udgdtr ’ is 
possible on the basis of the presence of the ‘ awlgdtra ’ functions ; and it is 
in this sense that the name ‘ Udgdtr ' is applicable to all the four — -Prastotry 
Udgdtry Pratihartr and Subrahmanya, In this manner, both the name 
^Udgdtr' and the Plural Number (in ^ Udgatrrrmm') become] explained; 
and there is no other objection to this view. 

From all this it follows that all the four priests connected with the 
‘ Audgdtra ’ functions should eat out of the Udgdtr -Cu/p, 

In cases where there is some special reason, Udgatr priests are to be 
taken eis exclusive of the Subrahmanya Priest ; just as in the sentence ‘ Beitig 
seated, the Udgdtf priests hymn with the Saman the term ‘ Udgdif * is 
applied to those only who suig hymns [and not to all who perform the 
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Audgatra functions], — in the same manner we have the sentence ‘ JJd- 
gdtdro napavydhareyuh xUtamdydm e^ottamd where the name ‘ Udgair * 
hets been taken to be excltiaive of the Subrahntanya Priests. 

[Kum&rila does not accept this as the Siddhdnta; according to him the Sid- 
dhanta view is that the eating should be done by all the Samavedin Priests — imth 
the exception of the Suhrahmanya ; i.e. the Suhrahmanya is not to eat the Soma. — 
See Tantravartika, Trans., pp. 146<)-1467. — Mandana Mishra accepts Kumarila’s 
view]. 



Adhikaratsta (9) : The ‘ Oravastut ’ Priest also eats 

the Soma. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PCrvapak^aJ — “ For the Gravastut Priest, there is to be 
NO ‘ eating as no such ‘ EATING ’ HAS BEEN LAID DOWN 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyotistoma sacrifice there is an assistant to the Hotr Priesiy named 
* OrdvastiU \ — In regard to him there arises the question — Is he to eat tlie 
Soma or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ the Qrdvastnt is not to eat the Soma ; 
— why ? — because ‘eating’ for him has nowhere been declared”. 

TMs statement that “ eating for the Gravastut has nowhere been de- 
clared ” has been made by the Purvapaksin under the impression that the 
Cup-hearing Priests only are entitled to eat out of the ‘ Hariyojana * cup. 

H dr iyojana Cup ” is that cup which is taken up with the Mantra ^ Hari* 
rasi hdriyojanahy etc.' — Vaja. Sam. 8. 11.] 


SUTRA (28). 

[SiddhantaJ — He should certainly eat out of the ‘ Hart- 

YOJANA ’ CUP ; AS THE CUP HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH ALL (THE PRIESTS). 

Bhdsya. 

We tliink that the Gravastut is one who should eat out of the ‘ Hdri~ 
yojana ’ cup ; this is what has been thus declared — “ The cup -bearing Priests 
eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each — hence of this 
Hdriyojana, they are all anxious to partake ” ; from this it follows that if 
* all ’ are desirous of partaking of the ‘ Hariyojana ’ cup, the QrdvastiU Priest 
also should partake of it. 


SUTRA (29). 

[Objection] — In reality it is the cup-bearing Priests that 
SHOULD EAT (OUT OF THE ‘ HaRIYOJANA CUP ’), — 

BECAUSE OF JUXTAPOSITION 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ t>a ’ (‘in reality *) serves to deny the view that has been 
expressed under Su. 28. 
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The objection is as follows : — “ It is not right that the QravastvJt should 
eat out of the ‘ Hariyojana Cup * ; because the persons entitled to eat 
out of that cup are the cup-hearing priests^ not all the priests (as declared 
under Su. 28). — ‘ How do you get at this idea ? ’—There can be no doubt 
that what the text quoted lays down is a division among the cup -bearing 
priests ; as in the passage quoted, the opening clause says— ‘ The cup-hearing 
priests eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each of them,’ — 
and having thus referred to the * eating ’ by the Gap-hearing Priests^ it goes 
on to add, ‘ hence all of them are desirous of partaking of the Hariyojana 
Cup ’ ;— these two clauses form parts of a single sentence (and are syn- 
tactically connected) — as is indicated by the presence of the term ‘ atha * 
(‘ hence ’), which must refer to what has gone before ; and in the phrase ‘ sarva 
eva (‘all of them’), the clear implication of the particle ‘ em ’ is that 
the term ‘all’ stands for all those who have been spoken of in the preceding 
clause ; — from all this we conclude that the first clause, ‘ the cup-bearing 
priests eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each forms 
* one sentence* (i.o. is syntactically connected) with the second clause — ‘ hence 
all of them are desirous of partaking of the Hariyojana Cup Thus then, 
the text quoted should be taken as laying down a division arnejng the Cup- 
hearing Priests, who are the persons spoken of in ‘ juxtaposition ’ to the 
whole sentence ; the sense of the whole senhnice being that ‘ in the case 
of the other cups, the cup-bearing Priests eat according to the cup held l)y 
each of them, but all of them eat out of the Hariyojana Cup 


8UTRA (30). ' 

[An^swbr] — -In rrality, however, the ‘ eatino ’ should be 

TAKEN AS REFERRIN(^ TO ALL, — -SUCH BBINO THE SENSE OF THE 
INJUNCTION ; THE MENTION OF THE ‘ CUP-BEARIN(I 
PRIESTS ’ IS ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF EULOCIS- 

iNG (THE ‘ Hariyojana ’ Cup). 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ^ tu^ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the view just set forth 
(under Su. 29). It is not right to take the text to mean that ‘ only the 
oup-bearing priests eat out of the Hariyojana Cup’; because as a matter 
of fact, all the priests are enjoined to oat ; — the words being ‘ Sarve hhaksa- 
yanti ’ (‘all eat ’), which cannot be taken to enjoin the ‘ cup-bearing Priests ’ 
only to eat. As in that case the sentence would have to be taken as laying 
down two connections (of the Hariyojana Cup ; one with ‘ all ’, and the 
other with the ‘ cup -bearing priests only’); the interpretation put upon 
the passage therefore must be a different one. 

“ Wliat is that different interpretation ? ” 

The first clause, ‘ The cup-bearing Priests eat out of the other cups, 
according to the cup held by each is a mere reference to the well-known 
fact that the cup -bearing Priests eat, and that they eat in accordance 
with the cup held by each ’ [this fact not standing in need of being enjoined 
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in the present passage, having been already enjoined elsewhere] ; and the 
second clans© lays down (what is not already known) that ‘ out of the 
Hdriyojana Cup, all tlte Priests eat\ — not only the cup -bearing Priests. 

“ What woiild be the advantage of this interpretation ? 

The first advantage would be that the term ‘ all ’ would be taken in 
its natural sense of all priests, and not in its restricted sense (as referring 
to the cup -bearing priests only). The second advantage would be that 
it would not bo necessary to take the single sentence as laying down two 
unknown connections. — For these reasons, this interpretation is certainly 
better than the one suggested (under SO. 29). 

Then, as regards the mention of the ‘ cup-bearing priests ’ (in the first 
clause), --it only serves to 'eulogise', — that is, extol,— the Hdriyojana Gup\ 
that is to say, the cup-hearing priests have been mentioned only for the 
purpose of extolling the Hdriyojana Cup. 

“ In what way is it extolled ? ” 

The sense of the eulogy is as follows — ‘ So excellent is the Hdriyojana 
cup that all the priests desire to oat out of it, while of the other cups, each 
is eaten out of by only one priest, — these latter therefore are not so ex- 
cellent, being inferior to the Hdriyojana Cup'. 



ADHiKARAiiJA (10): The fuuctiou of pronouncing the 
syllable ‘ vasat ’ entitles one to eat the Soma-remnant, 

SUTRA (31). 

One is entitled to eat (vSoma) also by virtue of pronouncing 

THE SYLLABLE ‘ VA^AT ’ . 
lihasya . 

Question — la the eating of the Sonni to be determined only by the 
name (giv^eii to the cups) [as explained under So. 22] ? ” 

Answer — No ; one is entitled to eat Soma also by virtue of pronouncing 
the syllable ‘ vaeat ’ ; i.e. the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vasat ’ is also a 
ground for eating Sotna. How so ? ” — We know this from a ShriUi-texty 
which says — ' The pronouncer of the syllable vasat is the first to eat ’ ; — as 
this ‘ eating by the pronouncer of vasat ’ is not something already known, this 
text cannot be taken as enjoining merely the first place to be accorded to 
it ; in fact it should be taken as enjoining the eating as qualified by priority, 
[It is the Hotr priest who pronounces the syllable ‘ vasat ’ ; and in accordance 
with this Adhikaranat he should have an additional share of the Soma to bo eaten, 
by virtue of that pronouncing.] 



Adhikaraista (11) : The ‘ offering of oblations into fire 
and the ' extracting of the Soma-juice ’ also entitle 
one to eat Soma. 

8UTRA (32). 

Also by virtue of ‘ offering libations into fire ’ and 

‘ EXTRACTIN(; THE SOMA-.TUICE 

Bhdsya. 

‘ Offering of oblations into fir© ’ and ‘ extracting of Soma -juice ’ — 
these also are grounds for the eating of Soma. — ‘ How ? ’ — W© have the 
text— ‘ Havirdhdne grdvabhirabhimityay dhavanhje hvivd, pratyanchah parity a 
sadasi bhaksdn bhakaayanti ’ L‘ In the Havirdhdna Room, having extracted 
the Soma- juice by means of stones, and having offered an oblation into the 
sacrificial fire, they turn back into the Assembly Room and ©at their shares ’ ] 
(cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. ll. 4). — This text cannot be taken as laying down merely 
the order of the actions mentioned, — i.e. the ‘ eating ’ is to come after the 
‘ offering of the oblations into fire ’ has been done ; firstly ^ because the 
‘ eating ’ itself has not yet been recognised as to be done [and until that is 
done, its position in the order of sequence cannot be laid down] ; — and 
secondly, if the sentence were taken as laying down the order of the ‘ eating ’ 
in relation to each of the two acts of ‘ offering oblations into fir© * and 
‘ extracting the Soma-juice’, — as expressed by the two terms ‘ having ex- 
tracted the Soma- juice ’ and ‘having offered the oblations into fire*, — 
then, there would be syntactical split. — Fiu'ther, the order is already re- 
cognised by the very nature of the acts concerned ; [i.e. until the juice has 
been extracted there can be no ‘ offering of it into the fire ’, and until the 
‘ offering of the juice into fire ’ has been done, there can be no eating of its 
remnant] ; as until the use of a substance has been accomplished, it cannot 
be ‘ disposed of ’ [and ‘ eating ’ of the Remnant is only a disposal of it]. — 
Nor can the text quoted be taken as laying down the two acts of ‘ offering 
oblations into fire ’ and ‘ extracting the Soma -juice ’ as subsidiary to the 
‘ eating ’ ; because as a matter of fact, the ‘ extracting of the Soma- juice ’ 
is for the purpose of ‘ offering oblations into fire *, and this ‘ offering of 
oblations into fire ’ is for the purpose of securing a particular reward. — 
Hence the text should be taken as laying down the ‘ eating * for the persons 
who do the ‘ extracting of Soma- juice ’ and the ‘ offering of oblations into 
fire ’, — the sens© being that those who ‘ extract the juice * and ‘ offer the 
oblations into file ’ should eat the Soma. 



Adhikaratsta (12) : The pronomicer of the syllable ‘ vasal ’ 
and others should eat Soma out of the Cup belonging 

to others, 

8UTRA (33). 

[PI^rvapak^a] — ‘Because of the direct specific declaration 

WITH REGARD TO THE ‘ CUPS THE INDEFINITE (GENERAL) 
DECLARATION MUST APPLY TO OTHER CASES 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text — ‘ Praitu hoiushchamasah, 'pra brahnmnahf pra 
iLdgdtrrndm'*. [‘May the HotPa Cup come forward, also the Brahman's 
Cup and also the Cup of the Udgdtrs' .\ 

In connection with this, there arises the question— (a) Those who offer 
the oblations into the fire, (h) those who do tbe extracting of the Soma- 
juice, and (c) those who pronounce the syllable ‘ vaaat ’ [who have been shown 
in the foregoing adhikaranas to be entitled to the ‘eating of Soma’J, are 
these to eat out of the cupa or not ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapakaa ; — “ They are not 
to eat out of the mpa, because the eating out of the cups has been declared 
specifically with regard to the Gup-hearing Priests — in such definitely specific 
texts as ^Praitu hotuahchamasah^ etc,'; as regards the ‘eating’ by those 
who do ‘ the offering of oblations into fire ’ and those who do ‘ th(' extracting 
of the Soma-juice ’, it has been spoken of only in a general (indefinite) decla- 
ration (to the effect that ‘ they also are entitled to the eating ’). —{Qiiestion) 
— “ All the Soma that is to be ‘ embellished ’ (by the eating) being contained 
in the cupSt out of which the Cup -bearing Priests are to eat it, -where would 
there be another occasion when the ‘ eating ’ could be done by those others 
who do ‘ the offering of oblations into fire ’ and others ? That is, where 
would there be the indefinite and general occasion (when those others would 
eat the Soma] ? ” — (Answer) — That occasion would be in other cases, — i.e. 
in oases where the Cup-bearing Priests would not be there.” 

SCTRA (34). 

[SiddhIntaJ — In reality, there should be (‘ eating ' out of 

THE CUPS BY THE OTHER PRIESTS) ; BECAUSE THE GROUNDS FOB 
IT ARE PRESENT (IN THEIR CASE ALSO) ; AND THERE IS NO 
RESTRICTION IN REGARD TO THE CUPS, — THE TEXT ONLY 
MAKING AN AFFIRMATION REGARDING THE PERSONS 
WHO ARB TO DO THE ‘ BATING ’ (OUT OF 
THE CUPS). 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ pronouncer of the syllable va^t ’ and the others also are to * eat 
out of the cups ; because the texts lay down the grounds for their ‘ eating * 
they do not forbid them. 
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Objection — “ But, inasmuch as the Cup-hearing Priests have been 
specifically and directly mentioned as to eat out of the cups, the others would 
naturally become excluded.” 

Answer^There is no restriction in regard to the cups, the text only making 
an affirmation regarding the persons who are to do the eating out of the cups : — - 
that is to say, the words of the text — ‘ Praitu hotushchamasah, etc.' cannot 
be taken as prohibiting (excluding) ‘ the pronouncer of the syllable va^at * 
and others; because the words are affirmative and injunctive, not negative 
and prohibitive. — -From tliis it follows that ‘the pronouncer of the syllable 
vasat and others also are to ©at out of the cups 

SUTRA (35). 

Also because we find others also mentioned in 

CONNECTION WITH THE CUPS. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is a text which speaks of persons other than tlie Cup-bearing 
Priests as being comiected with the cups — ‘ Oharnasdmshchamasddhm- 
ryave prayachchhati, tan sa va§atkartrl harati ’ | ‘ Ho hands over the cups 
to the Cup -bearing Adhvaryu, and he carries them to the Pronouncer of the 
syllable va§ap ’] ; now it is only his own cup that could be carried to the 
‘ pronouncer of the syllable va^at ’ ; — and there would be no sense in the 
several cups being carried to him if ‘ the Pronouncer of the syllable vasat ’ 
and others (offerers of oblations into fire and extractors of Soma- juice) also 
were not to eat out of those cups. — From this also it follows that all these 
also are to eat out of the Cups. 



ADHiKARAivfA (13) : The ^ Hotr' Priest is the first to 
eat the Sorna-remnant. 

Bhdsya, 

Question^^' In a case where several priests eat out of the vessel, what 
is the order in wliich they shall eat ? ” 

In answer to this question we have the following Adhikararta , — of which 
the Piirvapaksa is set forth in the following Sutra - 


8UTRA (36). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ In the case of several priests eating out of 

ONE vessel, the Abhvaryu should be the first to eat ; 

AS THAT IS THE NATURAL ORDER.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is the turn of that priest to eat first in whose hands the Sorna is 
[and as the vessel containing the Sorna is in the hands of the Adhvaryu, 
it is his turn to eat it first 1.” 

8UTRA (37). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Hotr Priest should eat first, — 
AS such is the indication of the Mantra-texts. 

Bhdsya . 

In reality, the Hotr Priest should eat first,- -because such is the indica- 
t(on of the wan/m-texts. We have such mantra as — (a) ' HotmhchU 
purvl haviradyaynashata ’ (Rgvoda 10. 94. 2), and (6) ^ Hotera nah prathamah 
pdhl ’ (Rgveda 5. 43. 3) [where the meaning of (a) is— ‘ It is only the pounding 
stones that obtain the Sonia- juice before the Hotr Priest’, i.e. no other 
person gets it before him; and t^hat of (h) is- -‘Please drink first (of this 
Soma), like the Hotr priest ’]. 

SUTRA (38). 

Also because such is the declaration. 

Bhdsya . 

We have the declaration that — ‘The first eating is by the Pronouncer 

of the syllable Vamt ’ [and it is the Hotr priest who is this Pronouncer]. 

It would not be right to argue that “ this is a mere declaration ; and as it 
declares several factors [(1) the pronouncing of the syllable, (2) the eating, 
and (3) the priority], no significance need attach to the priority ” ; it 
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will not be right to argue thus, because it is this priority that is not already 
known from other sources [the other factors being already known] ; and 
hence in regard to this priority, the text cannot be taken as a mere reiterative 
reference ; it must be taken as an injunction. As for there being several 
factors mentioned, it is not difficult for a sentence to enjoin several factors 
when it makes use of a compound to do so. 


SUTRA (39). 

Also because of the order of sequence amonci the 
GROUNDS (of ‘ Eating ’). 

Bhdsya. 

Among the various functions that have been declared as entitling the 
priests to eat the Sonia , — tlie first to be performed is the ‘ pronouncing 
of the syllable Vaaat which is done by the Holr ; — then comes the ‘ offer- 
ing of oblations into Fire’, which is done by the Adhvaryu ; — and by 
virtue of this order of sequence among the ‘ grounds of eating ’, the same 
order should be followed in what is done on the basis of these ‘ grounds 
and consequently in the order of eating also. 


36 



Adhikarais^a ( 14 ) : The Soma is to he ‘ eaten ’ after 

Invitation. 

SUTRA (40). 

The ‘ EATING ’ IS TO BE DONE AFTER ONE HAS BEEN INVITED 
TO DO SO ; — SUCH BEING THE DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bhnsya. 

Now arises the question — When several persons ‘ eat’ the Soma out of 
a single vessel, must they receive an invitation to eat before eating ? Or they 
may or may not seek invitation ? 

The Purvapakm being that — “ it would be much simpler if no invita- 
tion were to be sought for ”, — the Siddhdnta is that one should eat it only 
after having sought and obtained the invitation to do so. — U’hy so ? — 
Because such is the direct declaration — '"Soma should not be drunk unless 
one has been called to drink it ’ ; where ‘ calling ’, stands for ‘ inviting 

This Sutra is meant to be introductory (to what follows in the following 
Sutra). 



ADHiKARAiifA (15) : The request for permission to eai 
should he conveyed by means of Vedic words. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been concluded that the eating should be done only on invita- 
tion. — Now arises the question — Is this request for permission to be conveyed 
by means of w’ords of common parlance ? Or by means of Vedic words ? 

The Purvapakm view is that “ there can be no restriction regarding this 
(one mav use the VMic words or any other words) 

Aizainst this, we have the Siddhdnta in the following Sutra, 

SUTRA (41). 

The Invitation should be sought by means of the Mantra 
‘ UpahCta upahvayasva ' ; such being the indica- 
tion (of the Mantra itself). 

Bhdsya. 

The Mantra mentioned is indicative of ‘ request for permission ’ ; and 
on the strength of tliis indication, it has Vjeen declared to be what should 
be used in making the request for invitation ; because mantras are generally 
employed on the basis of their indicative power. When this mantra has 
been thus laid down as to be used, words of common parlance naturally 
become excluded. 



Adhikaratsia (16): The answer to the ‘Request for 
Invitation'' should he given by means of Vedic words. 

SOTRA (42). 

When request for invitation is made, the answer should 

BE BY MEANS OF SUCH WORDS (OF THE MaNTRA) AS 
MIGHT CONVEY THAT SENSE. 

Bhdsya. 

We have learnt that the request for invitation is to bo conveyed by 
means of the mantra ‘ Upahuta upahvayasva -Now there arises the question 
a« to the form of the answer to the request. Is the answer to be by ordinciry 
words ? or by means of this same 7nantra ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ this Vedic mantra having been used 
in conveying the request for invitation, the answer should be by means 
of some other words, and those of common parlance ”. 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta view is that ‘ to the invitation^ the 
answer should be by means of this same mantra \ 

Objection — The word ‘ Upahvayasva ’ (meaning ‘ invite me please *) 
is indicative of tlie question (request) [as such, it cannot be used for the 
answer to the request] ”. 

Answer — The word that precedes the word ‘ upahvayasva ’ — i.e. the 
word ‘ upahutah ’ (‘ you are invited ’) — is the one that indicates the answer, 
and hence can be used as the answer. 

Objection^'" In that case, the order of the words is wrong ; the request 
should come first, then the answer 

Answer — -On the strength of the moaning conveyed by the word, the 
word, though occmring first in the text, would be used as the answer ; for 
the meaning of the word (being of the nature of 'Direct Assertion’) is 
always more authoritative than ' order 

[Hence the request for invitation is to be made with the word ‘ updh~ 
vayasva ’, and the answer with the word ‘ uphutah ’.] 



Adhikarai^ia (17) : Request for Permission is necessary in 
the case of men eating out of tfie same V essel. 

SUTRA (43). 

It .should be done only among persons eating out of the 
SAME Vessel ; as it is only in their case that there 

IS CONGREGATION. 

Bhdsya. 

There arise.s this further question — Should the request for permission 
be made to any person at random ? Or to only one who is to eat out of the 
same vessel ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ as nothing particular is said on this 
point, the permission may be sought from any person 

In answer to this, we have the following Skldhdnta : — The request for 
permission should be made only among those who are to eat out of the same 
vessel. — Why ? — Because the request for permission is, in this ca.se, subsidiary 
(to the act of eating) ; and the form of this request is that, when one wishes 
to do what is to be done by another, he prefers his request to that other 
person, with the words ‘ please permit me ’ ; — or when one wishes to eat 
with another person, ho makes the mind of this other person favourable 
towards his joining. — All this is not possible in the case of persons eating 
out of different vessels ; because in that case, one man does not wish to do 
what should be done by another ; — nor, at dining together, does one join 
another in the eating of the same thing (in case they are eating out of 
different ves.sels). On the other hand, in a case where the Soma-juice con- 
tained in a single vessel has to be ‘embellished* (by ‘eating*), the most 
equitable division is that the .shares should be equal ; — but if they proceed 
to drink it without dividing it equally, it is possible that one drinks what 
should have been drunk by another; hence in such cases there is need for 
the request for permission (to drink), in some such form as ‘The proper 
thing to do is that you drink one half and I drink the other, — but it is just 
possible that I may drink more or less than my proper share, please, there- 
fore, permit me to drink Or again, the man may make the request for 
permission, saying ‘ it is possible that in drinking out of the same vessel as 
yourself, I may disturb your peace of mind *. — From all this it follows that 
the request for permission is to bo made only in the case of persons eating 
out of the same vessel. 



Adhikaraija (18) : The Sacrificer himself should also 

eat the Soma. 

SCTRA (44). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “ On the transference of the ‘ Yajya the 
‘ Bating like the ‘ appointment does not 

BECOME TRANSFERRED.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotiatoma sacrifice ; in course of it certain sacrifices are 
offered to the Seasons ; — in connection with which we read — ‘ Yajmnanasya 
ydjyd, ao'hhipreayati hotaretadyajeti^ avayam vd niaadya yajati ’ f ‘ The Ydjyd 
mantra (which is ordinarily recited by the Hotr priest) is recited by the 
Sacrificer ; — he says to the Hotr priest — Pleaae offer this sacrifice (to the 
seasons), — or he sits and offers the sacrifice himself ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the event of the sacrificer 
himself offering the sacrifice [and reciting the Ydjyd\ is he to eat the Soyna 
or not ? 

On this question, there is the following Purvapakaa — “ Even though 
the Ydjyd has l)een transferred (from the Hotr to the Sacrific4}r)y yet the 
eating should not be similarly transferred (from the Hotr to the Sacrificer)^ 
— the eating should still be done by the Hotr, and not by the Sacrificer, — 
Why so ? — Because the reciting of the Ydjyd-mantra is something quite 
different from the eating ; and the transference of one thing need not involve 
the transference of another thing ; — ^just as on the transference of the Soma 
Ydjyd (from the Hotr), his ‘ appointment * (as Hotr Priest) does not become 
transferred from him, — so also in the present case [the transference of the 
Ydjyd does not mean the transference of the EcUing]. — [Objection] — ‘ The 
direction is that the syllable vaaat is pronounced along with the reciting 
of the Ydjyd ; so that where there is reciting of the Ydjyd, there is the pro- 
nouncing of the syllable vaaat, — and where there is pronouncing of the 
syllable vaaat, there is eating of So7na\ — It is not so, we reply; the syllable 
* vaaat * is not a constituent part of the Ydjyd-mantra ; hence the non- 
recital of the Ydjyd does not mean the non-pronouncing of the syllable 
vamt, — As for the direction that ‘ the syllable vaaat is pronounced along 
with the reciting of the Ydjyd — even when the Ydjyd is recited by emother 
person (the sacrificer), the pronouncing of the syllable vaaat may still be done 
by the Hotr [and even so the pronoimcing of the syllable vaaat will have been 
done along with the reciting of the Ydjyd] ; specially as the transference of the 
Ydjyd is done in obedience to the distinct injunction to that effect ; not so 
the transference of the syllable ‘ vaaat ’ ; and things that are done according 
to injunctions should be done strictly in accordance with the injunction ; 
and, as a matter of fact, there is injimction in regard to the transference of 
the Ydjyd only.” 
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SOTRA (45). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, there should be * bating ’ by the 

SAORIFICER, because THERE IS TRANSFERENCE (TO 
HIM) OF THE GROUND (FOR J EATING ’). 

Rhdsya. 

In realily, there should he ^eating* by the Sacrificer ; — why ? — because 
there is transference, to him, of the ground for eating. The ‘ ground for eating ’ 
is the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vamt \ — tliis pronouncing is transferred 
to the Sacrificer when the Ydjyd is transferred to him ; as there is the text 
that ‘ the syllable vaaat is pronounced along with the Ydjyd \ — “ But it 
has already been pointed out that at the time the Ydjyd is being recited 
by the Sacrificer, the Hotr may be pronouncing the syllable ‘ vasat ’ [and 
even so the pronouncing will have been done along with the reciting'] — 
This is no answer at all. Because, we have th(^ rule that the sacrifice should 
be performed * without rest * (interruption) ; — and the sacrifice is com- 
pleted with the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vasal \ not by the Ydjyd only ; 
—consequently, till the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vasat \ the sacrificer 
should not rest ; — ^if this pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vamt ’ however, were 
done by some one else, then diuiiig that time the sacrificer would be resting ; 
so that he would not bo offering the sacrifice ; and yet what he has been 
enjoined to do is to offer the sacrifice, not mtirely to recite the Ydjyd-'tnant/ra ; 
as the injunction is that ‘ he himself should sit and offer the sacrifice \ which 
enjoins the offering of the sacrifice with all its accessories. 


BUTRA (46). 

As FOR THE ‘ APPOINTMENT THERE IS NO TRANSFERENCE OF 
IT, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED ALREADY. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that “ there can be no trans- 
ference of the eating, just as there is no transference of the Appointment 
— Oiu* answer to that is that the Appointment is not transferred, simply be- 
cause it cannot be transferred ; having been already accomplished, how 
could it be transferred from the Hotr ? In fact, if the Appointment were 
done in connection with the Sacrificer, after the lapse of its prescribed time, 
it would be most defective ; and what is defective cannot accomplish its 
purpose. Nor can the Appointment come in (for the Sacrificer) by the 
general law that ‘ the modification should be performed in the same manner 
as its original Archetype *. — ^It might be argued that “if that be so, then 
it comes to this that what can be done is brought in by that general law, 
and what cannot be done is not brought in ” ; — our answer is that that is 
only natural. What a text enjoins is something not already known, — and it 
has to be done precisely as it has been enjoined ; if in a certain case 
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it cannot be done, then it should be done in a case where it can be done ; 
it should never be done where it would be defective. — It is for these reasons 
therefore that, while the non-tranaference of the Appointment is only right and 
proper, there can be no non- transference of the Eating [and the Eating ^ there- 
fore, has to be done by the Sacrificer, in the case in question]. 
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/Kumarila deals with this Sutra somewhat differently. — See Tantra- 
vartika — Trans., pp. 1492-1495.] 

SUTRA (49). 

Also becatjse of the mention of the ‘ oblation into the Fire ’. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact we liave an injunction laying down a particular ‘ oblation into 
the Fire * (as to be offered out of the mixture in question) — ‘ Yadd anydrh^ 
shchanmedn juhvati athaitasya darhhaMriirwJcerwpaliatya juhoti' [‘When they 
offer oblations into the Fire out of other Cups, they cover this cup con- 
taining the Fruit- mi xtiu’e with a fresh shoot of Kusha-grass and ojfer 
an oblation out of it into tht^ Fire’]. It is only if the mixture were meant 
to be used as a substance to be offered in the sacrifice, that there could be 
any occasion for the prescribing of the detail in connt^otion with the oblation 
that it is to be covered with ‘ th(^ fresh shoot of Kms/wi - grass ’. From this 
also it is clear that the mixture in question is to be offered at the sacrifice. 


SUTRA (50). 

Also because it is spoken of as coeval with the Cups 

(of Soma). 

Bhmya. 

We liave the text — ‘ Yadd anydmslwhamasdn unnayanti athainam 
chamasainunnayanti ’ [‘At the time that they hold up the other cups, they 
raise this cup (containing the Fruit-mixture) also *]• ll> is only if the mix- 
ture were meant to be offered in sacrifice that there would be any occasion 
for the cup being held up ; not so if it were only meant to be ecUen , — ^For 
this reason also the mixture should be offered at the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (51). 

Lastly, because we find indicatives. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the mixture should be 
offered at the sacrifice ? — “ For what reason ? ” — Because we firui indica- 
tives : — “ A^Tiat is this indicative ? ” — -It is found in the reference to the 
prohibition of Soma that we have at the end of the text — ‘ He should offer 
the mixture, not the Soma, for eating ’ ; this non-eating of the Soma would 
be possible only if the mixture were the substance offered at the sacrifice 
[if the substance offered at the sacrifice were Soma, then there would be no 
avoidance of the eating of the Soma, as what is to be eaten is tlie ‘ rem- 
nant of the substance used at the sacrifice’]. From all this we conclude 
that the mixture in question should be taken as to be offered at the sacrifice. 



Adhikaraij A (20) : In the case of the cups at a KsattriyoHs 
Sacrifice also^ the Brdhmanas are to ‘ attend upon ’ 

{eat out of) them. 

SUTRA (52). 

[P(Trvapak.sa] — ‘‘The character of those ‘approaching’ 

THE Cup should be regulated by the caste (of 
THE SaCRIFICER).” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Dashapeya sacrifice, which is a part of the 
Rdjaauya sacrifice, we read — ‘ Shatam hrdhm-andh soman hhahsayanti, dosha* 
dashaikaikachamasamanuprasarpanti ’ [‘A hundred Brahmanas eat the 

Soma, ten persons shall approach each of the cups *]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^Tn a case where the ‘ cup ’ 
has been prepared for a Ksattriya sacrificer, should also the person^ 
‘ approaching ’ the Cup be Ksattriyas ? or should they be Brdhmaryxs ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ They must be 
Ksattriyas ; — why ? — ^because the sentence ‘ Ten persons shall attend 
upon each Cup * lays down the number of persons ‘ approaching * the cup ; 
this nu7nber ‘ ten ’ being laid down in connection with the Ksattriya caste, 
— ^the caste ‘ Ksattriya * remains the constant factor ; hence the ten 
Kfoltriyas should ‘ approach ’ the cup ; — so that among the ‘ hundred 
there would be Ksattriyas as well as Brdhmanas [ten being Ksattriyas and the 
rest Br&hmanas], — the mention of the number ‘ hundred ’ being a mere reitera- 
tive reference, so far as the ten Ksattriyas are concerned ; and the sentence 
‘ a hundred eat the Soma ’ also being very much like a reiterative reference. 
— ^From all this it follows that Ksattriyas should ‘ approach * [i.e. eat out of] 
the Cup prepared for the Ksattri/ya sacrificer. — Some people urge here the 
following objection — ‘ It would be very wrong for Brdhmanas and Ksattriyas 
to eat out of the same cup *. — But there can be no harm in this, as it has 
been declared that in the case of Soma, there is no ‘ pollution ’ at all.” 

SUTRA (53). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should be Brahmanas ; 

THE VbDIC text BEING EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH. 

Bhdsya. 

The persons ‘ approaching * the cup prepared for the Kpattriya sacrificer 
should be Brdhmanas ; — ^why ? — ^because, by Direct Assertion, the Injunctive 
text ‘ a hundred Brahmanas eat the Soma ’ lays down the number ‘ hundred * 
as pertaining to Brdhmanas ; thus there being these ‘ himdred Brdhmanas ’ 
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(who are to eat the Soma), what the second sentence ‘ Ten persons, etc. etc.*, 
does is to lay down that when these hundred Brfthmanas proceed to ‘ap- 
proach * (i.e. eat out of) th^ cups, the number for each cup should be ten ’ ; hence 
the meaning is that of the ‘ himdred Brahma^as *, ten Brahmanas should 
‘ approach ’ the cup prepared for the Ksattriya sacrificer. 

[Kumarila does not approve of this presentation of the Adhikarana (Tantra^ 
vartika — ^Trans., p. 1500) ; he has explained it in a different manner ; for which 
see Tantravartika — ^Trans., pp. 1502-1504.] 


End of Pddo v of Adhydya III. 



ADHYAYA III. 


PADA VI. 

Adhikabai^ta (1) : The injunction regarding the ^ Sruva' 
being made of ‘ Khadira-wood\ and such other injunc- 
tions, should he taken as appertaining to the Primary 
Sacrifice (Archetype). 

SUTRA (1). 

[PObvapak§a] — “ Thb implements must appertain to all sacrifices, 

BECAUSE they DO NOT OCCUR IN THE CONTEXT OF ANY PARTICULAR 
SACRIFICE [I.E. IS ISOLATED], 

Bhd?ya. 

[W© have dealt so far with such accessories as are amenable to one or more 
out of the six means of cognition, — Direct Assertion, Indicative Power, Syntactical 
Connection, Context, Order and Name ; — ^we now proceed to discuss those that 
are not amenable to any of those moans of cognition.] 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the following 
isolated injunctions — (a)'‘ Yaaya khddlrah sruvo hhavati sa chhnndasdmeva 
rasendvadyati saraad asya dhutayo bhavanti ’ f‘ If one uses the Sniva of 
Khadira wood, he sacrifices with the very essence of the Vedas, all his obla- 
tions become juicy ’] ; — (6) ‘ Yasya parryimayl juhurbhavati na sa pdpam 
shlokam shrrioti ' [‘He whose Juhu is made of Paldsha wood hears no evil 
word ’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 7. 1), and such others. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do the two things that 
are laid down here— i.e. ‘ that the Sruva should be of Khadira wood ’ and 
‘ that the Juhu should be made of Paldsha wood ’ — find place in (appertain 
to) the Primary sacrifice (Archetype) only ? or in the Archetype as well 
as in the Ectype ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa : — “ The injunctions 
appertain to all sacrifices, because they do not occur in the Context of any sacri- 
fice ; — ^i.e. such injunctions should appertain to the Archetype as well as 
the Ectype ; — ^why ? — because they do not occur in the context of any particular 
sacrifice (i.e. they are isolated) ; that is, they are not found under any such 
context as deals with any particular sacrifice ; and on the strength of 
Syntactical Connection (of the injunctive texts themselves), they must apper- 
tain to all seusrifices 
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SOTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should appertain to the 
Archetype only, as only thus thebe would be no 
(superfluous) RBPBIITION. 


In reality, all those implements that are prescribed without reference 
to any particular sacrifice are to find place in the Archetypal Sacrifice ; — 
why ? — became it is only thm that there would he no superfluom repetition ; 
that is, it is only when they are related to the Archet 3 T)e that needless 
repetition is avoidc3d. — “ What is the harm if there is repetition ? *’ — 
Impossibility, we answer ; that is to say, if something finds place in the 
Archetype as well as the Ectype, it must find place in the Archetype ; — but what 
finds place in the Archetype comes into the Ectype on the strength of the 
general law (that ‘the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the 
Archetype’) ; — Whence (for the purpose of being connected with that thing) 
the Ectype does not stand in need of any such isolated injunction as the 
one under consideration ; — ^from which it follows that such an injunction can- 
not lay down anything for the Ectype. It is for this reason that we say that 
what is enjoined is for the Archetype only. 

SUTRA (3). 

[Says the PCrvapaksin] — “ But, inasmuch as the thing in ques 

TION FINDS place IN THE EcTYPE ON THE STRENGTH OF THE 

Injunction itself, — ^what comes to it under the 

GENERAL LAW MUST BE THINGS OTHER THAN WHAT 
COMES TO IT THROUGH THE INJUNCTION UNDER 
CONSIDERATION 

Bhdsya, 

[Says the Purvapaksin] — “ We still say that since the injimction in 
question does not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice, it must 
appertain to both the Archetype and the Ectype. — ^As for the argument 
that tlie thing enjoined would come into the Ectype under the general law 
(that the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the Archetype), — our 
answer is that (it is the other way about), when the thing has already come 
into the Ectype by virtue of the isolated Injunction to that effect, it does 
not stand in need of that thing coming to it under the said general law. 
Hence what the general law can bring into the Ectype will be all other 
details except the one that has come into it already through the isolated 
injimction \mder consideration. — ^Then again, the fact that the Sruva (at 
all sacrifices including the Ectype) is to be of Khadira wood is laid down 
directly by the perceptible Injunction imder consideration, while if it were 
to come into the Ectype through the general law, that would at best be only 
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an inference ; and Perception is always more authoritative than Inference. 
— For all these reasons we conclude that the isolated Injunction (which does 
not occur in the context of any sacrifice) appertains to both the Arche t 3 rpe 
and the Ectype.” 

SUTRA (4). 

“If it is urged by the Siddhantin^ that — ‘ In view of a 

PERCEPTIBLE FACT [THE GENERAL LAW IS TO BE 
TREATED AS MORE AUTHORITATIVE THAN 
THE ISOLATED INJUNCTION]^ — [THEN 
OUR ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN 
THE NEXT StJTRA].’' 

Bhdsya, 

“ The Siddhantin might argue as follows : — If tho isolated Injunction were 
more authoritative than the general law (that the Ectype is to be done like the 
Archetype), then a thing having come into the Ectype by virtue of that 
Injunction, it would not stand in need of the general law ; so that when 
all the needs of the Ectype will have been supplied in this manner, there 
would be no application of the general law at all ; — and under these 
circumstances, there would be no possibility of our finding the Praydjaa per- 
formed at the Ectype (at which the Praydjaa come in from the Archet 3 ^e 
only by virtue of the general law) ; but in fact, wo do actually find the 
Praydjaa at the Ectype, as is indicated by the text ‘ Praydje praydje 
krafxalam juhoti ’ [‘At each Praydja one should offer the oblation of a gold 
piece into the fire ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3). — On the other hand, if the 
general law is more authoritative than an isolated Injunction, then the 
perceived fact (of the Prayajas being present at the Ectype) becomes plainly 
explicable. — From all this we conclude that the isolated injunction apper. 
tains to the Archetype only.’ 

“ Our answer to this argument of tho Siddhantin would be as follows : — 

SUTRA (5). 

[POrvapak§in’s Rejoinder] — “ That cannot be ; as the 
ISOLATED injunction LAYS DOWN ONLY ONE THING 

Bhdsya. 

“ The isolated Injunction in question cannot appertain to tho Archetype 
only ; it must appertain to all sacrifices ; for the simple reason that it does 
not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice. It has been argued that 
if the Ectype has all its needs fulfilled by the isolated injunction, there can be 
no application of the general law. But this is hot right ; because the isolated 
Injunction does not render the general law unnecessary ; in fact, it is only 
when the Sruva has come into the Ectype by virtue of the general law, — 
that the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood is laid down by the isolated 
injunction ; so that if the general law were not there (to admit the Sruva 
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into the Ectype), the isolated Injunction would not be applicable at all 
[as there would be nothing that could be of Khadira-tvood] ; — nor can the 
isolated Injunction be taken as prescribing the use of the Sruva and also 
the fact of its being made of Khadim-wood ; — why ? — because the Injunction 
lays down only one thing ; the injunction that ‘ he who uses a Sruva of 
Khadira-woodf etc.’ lays down only one thing ; and it does not lay down the 
Sruva, as well as the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood ; all that the 
text does lay down is the fact of its being made of Khadira wood with regard 
to the Sruva which latter has already come in (by the general law). — Thus 
then there is use for the general law, which lays down all those other details 
which are not laid down by the directly perceptible isolated Injunction. — 
From all this it follows that the isolated Injunction appertains to both the 
Archetype and the Ectype.” 

SUTRA (6). 

It might be urged (by the Siddhantin) that ‘ the injunction 
IN question [is entirely like that of the injunction of 
OTHER accessories OF THE ArCHETYPE] ’ ; — [OUR ANSWER 
TO THIS WOULD BE AS SET FORTH IN 
THE NEXT StlTRA].” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Siddhantin may argue as follows : — ‘ The Injunction in question is 
just like the other injunctions bearing upon the Archetype. For instance, 
the accessories of the Archetype are laid down in detailed as well as in 
abbreviated form ; for instance, when it is said ” offers the five Praydjas ”, 
it is in an abbreviated form ; but when the same is said in the form “ Samidho 
yajati, etc.” (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 1. 1) [where all the J’rayajas are separately 
named 1, it is in a detailed form ; — in the case under consideration also, 
when it is said “ He whose Sruva is made of Khadira -wood, etc. etc.”, it 
is in a detailed form ; but when it is said “ He whose Sruva is of this shape ”, 
it is in an abbreviated form. — Such is the kind of injunction that we find 
in connection with the Archetype. — Now the injunction under discussion 
also is of this same kind ; — hence it follows that this injunction also pertains 
to the Archetype. This is a pure inference from the Universal to the 
Particular. — From all this it follows that the isolated injunction appertains 
to the Archetype.’ 

‘‘ Our answer to this reasoning is as follows : — 

SUTRA (7). 

[POrvapak^in’s answer to the Siddhantin’s argument in 
ye. 6] — “ It is not so ; as it is a case of simple 
similarity.” 

Bhd§ya, 

“It cannot be as explained above. Such inferences from the Universal 
to the Particular as have been put forward above do not prove anything ; 

37 
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all that is true is that there is some similarity between the injunctions bearing 
upon the Archetype and the Injunction under consideration ; there is nothing 
to prove that this latter pertains to the Archetype. — Then again, in con- 
nection with the Ectype also, there are accessories enjoined in detailed and 
abbreviated forms ; for instance — ^when it is said that ‘ there are three obla- 
tions into the fire ' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 9. 3), it is in an abbreviated form ; and 
when the injunction proceeds to lay down the mantras with which these obla- 
tions are offered, — such as Anmruirrmsydmariasya devdh, etc.’ [Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 9. 3], it is in a detailed form. — ^Thus it is found that isolated Injunctions 
are similar also to the injunctions bearing upon the Ectype. — From all this it 
follows that what is put forward by the Siddhantin (under Su. 6) is no reason 
for holding that what is enjoined in the isolated injunction should find place 
in the Archetype.” 

[Of Sutras 6 and 7, Kumarila has suggested a second interpretation — 
see Tantravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1500-1510.] 

StJTRA (8). 

[SiddhIntin’s final Answer to the PCrvapak§a] — In reality, 

THERE BEING A CONFLICT OF OPINION IN REGARD TO THE EcTYPE, — 
INASMUCH AS WHATEVER IS LAID DOWN BY THE GENERAL 
LAW APPLIES IN ITS ENTIRETY (TO THE EcTYPE), — WHAT 
IS ENJOINED IN THE ISOLATED INJUNCTION 
MUST APPERTAIN TO THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ ’ (‘in reality’) rejects the view sot forth above. 

What we hold is that the isolated Injunction does not pertain to all sacrifices 
(Archetype as well as Ectype) ; — why ? — because whatever is laid down by 
the general law applies in its entirety to the Ectype ; i.e. the general law brings 
to the Ectype the entire procedure, and the needs of the Ectype and its 
resultant Apiirva cannot all be fulfilled by the isolated Injunction ; specially 
because it is evident from Syntactical Connection that what is laid down in 
the isolated Injunction (i.e. being made of Khadira-wood) is in connection 
with the implements, and not with the (ectypal) sacrifices (directly) ; and 
these sacrifices stand in need of help from the Archetype, through the clear 
indication of the General Law ; and hence it is with the Archetype that they 
become syntactically connected. Thus it is that what can supply all the 
needs of the Ectype are the accessories of the Archetype, not any isolated 
Injunctions. It is necessary therefore that the General Law should be 
brought into operation ; — and when the General Law becomes operative, 
there is no need for the application of the isolated Injunction. In fact, in 
the absence of ‘ Context ’ or any other indicative of connection, even though 
the isolated Injunction were operative, it could not become connected with 
the Ectype. For these reasons the isolated Injunction can have no con- 
nection with the ectypal action. — ^Thus then, there being a conflict of opinion 
in regard to the ‘ mukhya the sacrifice in question, — i.e. the Ectype, — as 
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to whether it is supplemented by the isolated Injunction, or by the 
archetypal accessories, — ^it follows, on the strength of the General Law, that 
it is supplemented by the archetypal accessories ; and under the circumstances, 
the isolated Injunction cannot apply to it, — From all this it follows that 
the isolated Injunction pertains to the Archetype. 



Adhikarai^a (2) : The number ‘ seventeen ’ connected with 
the ‘ Sdmidhenl ’ mantras appertains to the Ectype : 
Exception to Adhi. (1). 

SUTRA (9). 

On account of the pecultakity of the Context, the number must 

PERTAIN TO THE EcTYPE ; AS IT WOULD BE INCOMPATIBLE 
(with THE ACCESSORIES OF THE ARCHETYPE ). 

Bhdsya. 

Without reference to any particMilar sacrifice, the extent of the Bami- 
dhirn Mantras is thus declared — ‘ Saptadaaha Snmidhimrnntihrflydl ’ f‘ one 
should recite the seventeen Sdmidhenl Mantras''^ (Aita. Bra. 1. 1). 

[The mantras beginning with ' Pravovdjd abhidyavahk" — Rgveda 3. 27. I are 

called ‘ Samidh^nt \ * Kindling because they are recited at the time of kindling the 
Sacrificial Fire. The number of these is eleven ; but in connection with their reci- 
tation, several numbers — 16, 17 and so forth — are found to be laid down; these 
numbers are made up by some of the same mantras being repeated twice or 
thrice.] — 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does this injunction (of 
the number * seventeen ’ ) pertain to the Archetype or the Ectype ? 

On this question, we have the Pfirvapakaa view that, “ in accordance 
with the principle of the foregoing Adhikarana, the number ‘ seventeen ’ should 
appertain to the Archetype ; and that as ‘ fifteen ’ is the number definitely 
prescribed in connection with tho Archetype, there should bo an option [i.e. 
one may recite either seventeen or fifteen SdmidJmii Mantras] ”. 

Against this Purvapaksa.we have the following Siddhunta : — Injunctions 

like the one under consideration should appertain to th(^ Ectype ; why ? 

— because the Archetype has all its requireinc^nts fulfilled by the number 
‘ fifteen *. — “ But wo have already pointed out that there would bo an 
option (between ‘ fifteen ’ and ‘ seventeen — On account of the peculiarity 
of the Context, there can be no option between ‘ fifteen ’ and ‘ seventeen * 
(in regard to the Archetype); specially because the two injunctions differ 
entirely in their character; [the ‘ fifteen’ being enjoined in the special con 
text of the Archetype itself, while * seventeen ’ is enjoined in an isolated 
injimction].— As regards the Ectype, however, the admission of the number 
‘fifteen’ into it would be based upon Inference (on the strength of the 
general law that ‘ the Ectype is to bo done in the same manner as the Arche- 
type ’), and this number therefore would be set aside by the directly perceived 
Injunction of the number ‘seventeen’, which therefore would find place 
in that Ectype. In this manner there would be no needless repetition 
either (as was found in the foregoing Adhikarawi) and the Injimction of the 
entire performance would thus become summed up, without any needless 
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repetition [such as was found in the preceding Adhiharafiua \ — From all 
this it follows that Injunctions like the one we have been considering 
appertain to the Ectype. 

[Kumarila is not satisfied with this presentation of the Adhikarana ; 
he proposes a somewhat different interpretation, see Tantrai^artika — ^Trans., 
pp. 1515-1516.1 



Adhikaraija (3) ; Accessories like the Milking Vessel 
appertain to the Archetype : An exception to the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

StJTRA (10). 

All that is ‘ conditiokal ’ should find place in the Archetype ; 

THIS CHANGE OF THE ORIGINAL BEING DUE TO THE 
MENTION OF THE SPECIAL CONDITION. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darshapurimmdaa it is laid down — ‘ If the 
sacrificer is desirous of acquiring cattle, water should be carried in the milking 
vessel.* — Similarly in connection with animal dedicated to Aqni-Somaf we 
find the following declaration, in reference to the sacrificial post — ‘ If one 
desires Brahmic glory, he should make the sacrificial post of Bilm wood * 
[Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 8. 1]. 

In regard to such texts, there arises the question — ^In regard to 
(conditional) injunctions, like these, there arises the question — Should they 
find place in the Archetype or in the Ectype ? 

The Purvapak^ view is that “ they should find place in the Ectype ; 
because the requirements of the Archetype have been fulfilled by means of 
(a) the other vessel (Chamasa, cup, which is enjoined specially in regard 
to the Archetype, Darshapurrmmdsa (in the case of the first text), and (6) 
(in the case of the second text) the other Sacrificial post (i.e. that made of 
Khadira wood, which is enjoined specially in connection with the Archetype, 
Jyoti^totna) [which leaves no room for the ‘ milking vessel * and the ‘ Bilva 
wood *1. 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta — What 
is conditional pertains to the Archetype ; because it has been enjoined with 
special reference to the condition ; (6) the Sacrificial Post made of Khadira 
or Paldsha or Rohitaka has been enjoined in a general way (without 
reference to any conditions or circumstances) (in connection with the 
Jyoti^toma) \ (a) so also has the ‘Cup’ been enjoined (in connection with 
Darshapurmimdsay as to be used for keeping water near the Ahavaniya fire) ; 
while (6) the Bilva wood (for the Post) and the Milking Vessel (for the carrying 
of water) have been laid down with reference to special conditions (that 
of (a) being desirous of ‘ Brahmic glory ’ and of (6) being desirous of 
obtaining Cattle) ; and a special Injunction always sets aside a general one. 
As regards ‘ Context ’, that is common to all actions (Archetype and Ectype) ; 
the presence of the ‘ condition ’, however, is something very special ; — and 
what comes into a sacrifice through the general injunction does so only 
indirectly, by having recourse to indirect indication [the general term being 
taken as indirectly standing for the special thing] ; on the other hand, what 
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comes through a special injunction does so through the perceptible Direct 
Assertion ; — and Direct Assertion is always more authoritative than 
hndirect Indication ; — and what is perceptible is more authoritative than what 
is not’perceptihle, — For these reasons the articles enjoined are to find place 
in the Archetype only [and at the Ectype, the Cup shall always be used for 
the keeping of water, as is going to be decided under 8. 1. 24]. 



Adhikarat^^^a (4): The ^Fire-installation^ is not auxiliary 
to the ‘ Pavamdna^ Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (11). 

[PCrvapak.saJ— “ On account of the ‘ Context tfie Kire-installa- 
TION must be regarded AS AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFICE 

(Pavamana).” 

Bhdsya. 

[Hitherto we have been dealing with Injunctions admittedly ‘ isolated not 
occurring in the context of any particular sacrifice ; wo are now going to deal with 
an Injunction which, though apparently occurring in the context of a particular 
sacrifice, has to be treated as an ‘ isolated ’ one.] 

There are the Pavainana sacrifices spoken of in the texts— ‘ 
aafukapalam nirvapet—Agmiye pavakaya — Agnaye shuchaye ’ [Taitti. Sam. 
2, 2. 4. 2] ; 'in the context * of these same sacrifices, wc find the injunc- 
tion that ‘ During the spring, the Brahmana shall install the fires ’ (l''aitti. 
Bra. 1. 1. 2. fi). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Fire-installation for 
the purpose of (auxiliary to) the Pavanmna sacrifices, or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is that — “ Fire-installation is 
for the purpose of tho Pavamdna sacrifices ; — why ? — on account of the 
context ; tliat is, it is found to be spoken of in tho context of these sacri- 
fices, and hence it must be regarded as being subservient to their purpose 


8UTRA (12). 

[Siddhanta]— That cannot be ; as in reality, the Pavamana 

SAOBIFIGES THEMSELVES ARE PERFORMED FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF THE ‘ Fire 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, the Pavamdna sacrifices are performed for the 
purpose of (consecrating) the Fire. If the Fire were for the purpose of 
(auxiliary to) the Sacrifice, then the Fire-installation, as auxiliary to the Fire, 
could be regarded as helping the sacrifices ; but the sacrifices in. question 
(Pavamdna) do not bring about any results ; so that the Fire-installation 
(if auxiliary to those sacrifices) would also be useless. — “ But why should 
the Pavamdna sacrifices be regarded as auxiliary to the Fire ? *’ — Simply 
because they serve no purpose at all, while the Fires serve a distinctly 
useful purpose.— Though the sacrifices are to he accomplished, yet they 
could be performed for the purpose of the Fires which are accomplished 
entities; [though ordinarily it is the accomplished entity that serves the 
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purpose of what is yet to he accomplished], — From all this, it follows that 
Fire -installation is not auxiliary to the Pavamdna sacrifices. 

SUTRA (13). 

Also because we find an indication. 

Rhdsya. 

There is an indicative text which shows that the Pavamdna sacrifices 
are j^erformed for the purpose of the Fires. — “ What is that indicative text ? " 
— It is as follows—* Jlryati vd esa dhitah pashuryadagnih, tadetdnyeva 
agnfjddheyasya havlmai samvatsard nirvapet, tena vd esa na jlryatif ienainam 
purnaniavam karoti, tanna suksmam ’ (see Taitti. Sam. 1. 5. 7. 3) The 
Fire that has been installed droops ; hence these offerings should be made at 
the end of a year, in connection with the Fire -install ati on ; by this the 
Fire does not droo]) ; it makes it fresh, and it is no longer small ’], [where the 
offerings, by which the Pavamdna sacrifices are meant, are clearly spoken of 
as helping th(' Fire that has been installed]. 



Adhikaraisja (5) : The Fire-installation is auxiliary to all 

Sacrifices, 

SUTRA (14). 

fPtTRVAPAK§A] — “ The Injunction of ‘ Fire-installation ’ should be 

TAKEN AS PERTAINING TO THE ARCHETYPE, — JUST LIKE OTHER 
ISOLATED INJUNCTIONS.” 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the ‘ Fire -installation ’ referred to in the foregoing 
karavM, there arises the question — Is the Fire-installation auxiliary to thf’i 
Archetype only, or to all sacrifices ? 

The Purrapakaa view is that “it is auxiliary to the Archetype only ; — 
why ? — ^ust like other isolated injunctions ; i.e. just for the same reason for 
which other isolated injunctions pertain to the Archetype (see Sfi. 10, above) 


SCTRA (15). 

[SiddhantaI — In reality, the Fire -installation is auxiliary 

TO ALL SACRIFICES, BECAUSE IT ‘ HAS ITS OWN TIME ’ 

[or, according to Tantravartika, p. 1530, ‘ has 
been enjoined by itself independently ’]. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality the ‘Installation’ should be taken as auxiliary to all sacri- 
fices, — “ What is the meaning of this ? ” — ^The meaning is that the ‘ Installa- 
tion ’ is for the sake of the Fire which is used at all sacrifices. As a matter of 
fact, this ‘ Installation ’ has not been enjoined in reference to the Arche- 
typal Sacrifices ; nor is there any ‘ Direct Assertion or ‘ Indication or 
‘Syntactical Connection’, or ‘Context’, or ‘ Order or ‘Name’, — which 
points to the ‘ Installation ’ being an auxiliary to any particular sacrifice. As 
regards the ‘ other isolated injunctions’, as applied to any particular factor, 
it is only after its auxiliary character has been recognised by some other 
means, that we proceed to consider whether the factors are auxiliaries to the 
Archetype or to the Ectype ; hence in their case it is only right [that they 
should be taken as auxiliary to the Archetype on the grounds set forth 
under Su. 10]. — In the case in question, however, there are no grounds for 
believing that the ‘ Installation ’ is auxiliary to any sacrifice ; hence it is 
regarded as being done for the sake of the ‘ Fire ’, not for the sake of any 
‘ action ’ (sacrifice) ; and as the ‘ Fires * are for the purpose of all sacrifices (as 
shown under 3. 7. 39), we declare that the ‘Installation’ also must be for 
the purpose of (and auxiliary to) all sacrifices. [This is going to be definitely 
established under 11. 3. 2.] 
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Fiirther, the ‘ Installation * has got its * otvn time ’ definitely laid down 
(in the injunction ‘ The BrShraana should install the Fires during the spring .). 
This should not have been so laid down (if the installation were auxiliary to 
any particular sacrifice) ; for (if it were auxiliary to the Jyotispoma), it would 
have to be performed whenever the Jyoti^toma is performed ; ^and this could 
not always be the ‘ spring * ; similarly (if it were auxiliary to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa) it should have to bo performed whenever the Dnrsha-Purnamdsa 
are performed ; — and this would be either the Moonless Day or the Full- 
moon Day [not the ‘ spring — On the other hand, if the ‘ Installation * is rwt 
auxiliary to any such Archetypes, then it would not be done necessarily at the 
performance of those Archetypes ; and in that case, a separate injunction 
of the time for it would be only right and proper. — For these reasons the 
‘ Installation ’ cannot bo regarded as auxiliary to any particular Archetype. 



Adhik ARANA (6): The Pavamdna Sacrifices should he 

offered in the unconsecrated Fire, 

StJTRA (16). 

[PClfiVAPAK§A] — “ The consecrated Fire should come into the 

Pavamana sacrifices from the Archetype, — just as the 

Prayajas do. 

Bhdsi/a. 

There are the Pavmndna sacrifices laid down in the texts — ‘ Agnaye 
pavafndmiya, etc.* (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2, 4. 2). 

In regard to these there arise.s the question — Are the Pavamdna sacrifices 
to be offered in the Fire that has been consecrated by means of the Pava- 
mdna sacrifices, or in one not so consecrated ? 

On tliia question, we have the following Purvapakaa — “ To the Pava^ 
mana sacrifices, the Fire sanctified by means of the Pavamdna sacrifices 
should come in from the Archetype ; — ^why ?— on the strength of the general 
law (that ‘ the Retype should be performed in the manner of the Archetype ’) ; 

gust as the Prayajas do ; i.e. just as the Prayajas come into the Pava- 
mdna sacrifices by virtue of the general law, even so would the Fires sancti- 
fied by the Patxzmdna sacrifices also come into them 


SUTRA (17). 

[StDDHANTA] — 1n REALITY IT CANNOT BE SO ; AS THE PaVAMANA 
sacrifices themselves are fob the very PURPOSE OF 
CONSECRATING THE FIRES. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality at the Pavamdna sacrifices themselves, there can be no 
consecration of the Fires by means of tho.se same sacrifices.— Why ? — Because 
the Pavamana sacrifices themselves are for the very purpose of consecrating the 
Fires ; i.e. when the Pavamana sacrifices are performed, they are performed 
for the purpose of consecrating the Fires ; what is brought in by virtue of 
the general law is what is auxiliary to the Archetype ; fi.e, it is only an 
auxiliary to the archetypal sacrifice, Darsha-Purr^amdsa, that can come into 
its ectypes] the consecration done by means of the Pavamdna sacrifices 
is for the sake of the Firas ; it is not an auxiliary to the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; 
hence it cannot be brought in by virtue of the general law.— Further, 
by their very nature, the Pavamdna sacrifices need an Archetype which is 
devoid of the consecration brought about by tho.se sacrifices ; for the 
simple reason that the Pavamdna sacrifices have not been enjoined as to 
be performed at the time (of the sacrifice which would be the Archetype of 
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those sacrifices), [these sacrifices would therefore not be there at all]. 
[From all this it follows that the Pava'tndna sacrifices are to be performed in 
Fires which have imdergone the simple consecration of ‘ installation and 
which have not undergone the further consecration through the Pai^amdna 
sacrifices — Tnntravdrtika — Trans., pp. 1533-1534.] 



Adiiikaraija (7) : The " Updkarana ’ and other rites are 
to he performed only in connection with the 
‘ Agnlsomlya ’ animal. 

SOTRA ( 18 ). 

[PQrvapaksa (A)]— 1-“ What is laid down in connection with animals 

SHOULD APPLY EQUALLY TO ALL THE ANIMALS, AS THERE 
IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE CONTEXT.*’ 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotiatoma sacrifice, there are three animals — (1) the Agnlsomlya , 
mentioned in the text ‘ Yo dlksito yadagnlsomlyam pashumdlabhate ’ (Taitti. 
Saxh. 6. 1. 11. 6), (2) the Savanlya, and (3) the Anubandhya. There are also 
certain details to be performed in connection with the animals, such as — (a) 
Updkaraimm [Touching the animal with the two mantras beginning with 
* Prajdpatirjdyamdndh, eta.' (Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 4. 1) and ‘ Imam paahum, etc.’ 
(Ibid*)\y (b) Updnayanam [Bringing forward], (c) Aksayd-bandhah [Tying with 
a rope], (d) Yupl niyojanam [Fettering to the Sacrificial Post], (e) Sanjna- 
panam [Suffocating to death], (/) Vishasanam [Dissecting], and so forth. 

In connection with these details there arises the question — Are these 
to be performed in connection with all the three animals — Agnlsomlya, 
Savanlyaj and Annhandhya ? Or with the two, Agnlsomlya and Savanlya ? 
Or with the Agnlsomlya only ? 

The Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows : — “ They should be performed 
in connection with all the three animals, as there is no difference in the cori' 
text. — What is this non-difference ? — ^It is this, that all the animals have been 
spoken of in one and the same context, that of the Jyotiptoma ; and as all 
of thorn are mentioned in that same context, all the details laid down in 
connection with the animals become connected with all the three animals, 
and there can be no differentiation among them.” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa (A), we put forward the following view 
which is Purvapaksa (B): — “All these details should belong to the Savanlya 
animal only. The injunction regarding the animals could appertain 
equally to all the animals only if there were no distinction in regard to their 
context ; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinction in their context 
inasmuch as the details relating to the animals have been laid down in the 

sub -context dealing with the Savanlya animals, in the following text 

‘ Agneyah pashuragnistomi dJahhyah, dgn^yo hyagnistomah ,* alndrdgnah 
pashurukthyi dlabhyah, alndrdgndni hyukthdni ; aindro vf^ili s^if^shini 
alabhyah, aindro vai vrsv,ih aindrah so^ashi ; sdrasvatl mem atirdtre dlahhyd, 
vdg vai sarasvatl ’ (Shatapatha Bra. 4, 2. 5. 14),— and so on, all the details 
relating to the animals are laid down. From this it follows that, on account 
of this special context, the details should be performed in connection with 
the Savanlya animal only.*' 
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[In answer to this Purvapakaa (B), we have the following Sutra, which 
seta forth a view which ha's been regarded as Purvapakaa (C).] — 

SUTRA (19). 

[PrTRVAPAK.M (C)] — “ On account of its Position, [the details 

SHOULD BE performed] IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

PREVIOUS (AgnI^omIya) animai, also/’ 

Bhdaya. 

‘‘ It has been asserted that on account of the Context, the details should 
be taken as to be performed in connection with the Savanlya animals. This 
we accept ; but we have to add that on account of Poaition, they should be 
performed in connection with the Ayniaomiya also ; as the details are laid 
down in connection with the Aupamaathya (Fourth) Day, whoso position 
ill the order of sequence is the same as that of the Agniaomiya. Hence 
the details should be performed in connection wuth both (the Savaniya as 
well the Atpilaomlya)"' 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiDDHiNTAl — A ccording to some Vedic texts, [the ‘Savaniya^ 

ANIMALS ARE SPOKEN OF] IN CONNECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING 
DAY ; IN THAT CASE, ITS MENTION IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE PREVIOUS DAY IS TO BE TAKEN AS MEANT FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF LAYING DOWN CERTAIN 
ACCESSORY DETAILS. 

Bhdsya. 

According to some Vedic Recensions, the Savanlya animals are spoken 
of in connection with the following day; and in view’ of this, the text quoted 
is to be taken as laying down certain accessory details. — “ What is that 
accessory detail for the purpose of laying dow^n which there is the Text 
(that speaks of the Savanlya as connected with the previous day) ? ” — 
The answer to this is as follows — Having named the animals, the Text goes 
on to .say — ‘ Yathd vai rnatayo^vidito janamavadhunute evam vd ete aprajndya^ 
mdnd jananiavadhuni^ate ' [‘Just as an unknown fish strikes and shakes a 
man in water, in the same manner these animals if unknown strike and 
shake the people ’] ; — then there arises the question — in what way are the 
Soma -extractions to be connected with the animals ? — and it is in answer 
to this that the ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ is laid down a.s the accessory 
detail (connecting the Soma -extraction with the animals) ; so that it is for the 
purpose of laying down this accessory detail (of the ‘ extraction of the omen- 
tum ’ ) that we have the text (speaking of the Savanlya animal in connection 
with the previous day) ; as it is only thus that this text becomes syntactically 
connected with the ‘ extraction of the omentum 
What if it is so ? ” 
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Well, if it is so, then the details laid down in connection with the animals 
cannot be taken, on the strength of ‘ Context ’, as pertaining to the Savaniya 
animals, — they have to be taken as pertaining to the Agniaomiya animal 
only, on the strength of ‘ Order ’ (Position). 

Question — “ Which is that text which speaks of the Savaniya in connec- 
tion with the ‘ following day * ? *’ 

Answer — The text is — ‘ Ashvinam graham grhltvd trvrtd yupam pariinya 
dgneyam savanlyam pashumupdkaroti 

[The SiddkdrUa position may be thus explained (see Saddarshanachintanikd, 
pp. 997-998) — First of all, the context of the Savaniya animals being first and fore- 
most is found in only some recensional texts, not in all ; under the circumstances, 

the force of the ‘ Context ’ loses all its force The aim of the Context is to 

lay down for the first time how the ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ of the animal 
is to be done, and how it is to bo prepared for offering in sacrifice ; and it is only 
incidentally that the Savaniya animal is mentioned ; and why this animal has been 
incidentally mentioned is to bo thus explained — As a matter of fact, the work to be 
done on two days is all described together, — i.e. what is to be done on the following 
day is described along with what is to be done on the day. For instance, 

first of all the Agniaomiya animal is prepared and killed and its omentum ex- 
tracted ; next the Savaniya animal is to be prepared and killed and the Soma-juice 
is to be extracted; — but this latter is done on tho ‘following day ’, called the 
‘ Sutydha ’ ; while the Agniaomiya animal is prepared and killed and its omentum 
extracted on the day previous to this, which previous day is called tho A upavasnthya 
day [described in Shatapatha-Brd, 1. 1. 1. 7, as tho day on which tho Vishvedevas 
come to dwell with the sacrificer in the hope that ho will offer sacrifices to them 
on the following day]. It is clear from this that the Agniaomiya animal is dealt 
with first, — then the Savaniya animal. — The Savaniya animal is mentioned in the 
Context of the Agniaomiya animal, simply for the purpose of laying d<^wn tho 
details of tho ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ of the Savaniya animal. That the 
Savaniya animal is to bo dealt with on the following day is clear from the text 
quoted ‘ Ashvinam graham grhltvay etc.’ ) 


SUTRA (21). 

[Objection] — "What the text quoted ( Ashvinam (tRaham, etc.’) 
DOBS IS to enjoin THE TIME FOR WHAT HAS BEEN TRANSFERRED 

BY THE ‘ Extraction of the omentum’ ” if this is 

UROED [by the PQRVAPAKSIN, THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
(ilVEN IN THE FOLLOWINtJ SiJTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

[Says the Purvapakpin] — “ It is not right to assert that, on the strength 
of ‘ Order the details in question should be taken as pertaining to the 
Agniaomiya animal ; because in reality, on the strength of the * ConiJext *, 
they should be taken as pertaining to the Savaniya animal. As a matter 
of fact, when the Savaniya is mentioned in connection with the previous 
day, it is mentioned for being enjoined, and all that the text speaking of the 
‘ Ashvina * (i.e. the text quoted by the Siddhdntin, ‘ Ashvinam graham, etc.’ 
as indicating the connection with the following day) does is to lay down 
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the particular detail of Time. — “ How ? ” — Well, the text lays down the 
time for what has been ‘ transferredi * by the ‘ extraction of the omentum 
In fact, the ‘ extraction of the omentum* having been laid down in con- 
nection with the Morning Extraction of Soma-Juicey the killing of the animal 
(from which the omentum has to be extracted) also naturally falls on the 
same day ; but the exact time for it not being known, the text quoted 
‘ Ashvinam graham, etc.’ lays down the precise time only. — ^As for ‘ tying 
of the threefold rope round the sacrificial post ’, this is mentioned only by 
way of reference to what has been already laid down elsewhere ; if it were 
not so, then the text quoted would contain the injunction of the said ‘ tying 
of the rope * and also the injunction of the ‘ Upakarana ’ of the Savaniya 
animal ; and in this way, there would be a syntactical split. — For these reasons 
the details in question should be taken as pertaining to the Savaniya animal 
only.” 

[“If the Siddhantiii thinks that there is no ‘ Context ’ of the Savaniya, he 
is very much mistaken ; because as a matter of fact, the original appearance 
of the Savaniya animal is due to the previous sentence ‘ AgnSyamajain, etc. ’ 
(see Text quoted under Su. 18) ; then the sentence ‘ Vapayd pracharanti ’ 
transfers the ‘ extraction of the animal's omentum ’ to a subsequent occasion ; 
and lastly, the exact time for it being still unknown, the sentence Aahvinan graham^ 
etc.’ lays down that time. Tliat is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapayd prdtahaavanS 
pracharanti ’ transfers the principal detail — that of Extraction of the omentum — 
to a subsequent occasion ; and inasmuch as the accessories must follow their 
Principal, the other details, such as killing and the rest, also become transformed 
to the subsequent occasion. But with all this, there still remains an uncertainty 
as to the exact time, and then the time * immediately following upon the holding 
of the Ashvina Ctip ’ comes to be laid down by the sentence * Ashvinam graham, 
etc.’. Thus it is this last sentence which serves the purpose of laying down the 
accessory detail of Time, If this sentence were not taken as laying down the time 
for the killing, etc. of the Savaniya animal, it would have to be taken as laying 
down the time for (1) the ‘ Tying of the Rope round the Post ’, (2) the Updkarana 
of the animal, and (3) the sacrifice with all its material. Deity, etc. ; and this 

multiplicity of enjoined things would cause an objectionable syntactical split 

The sense of the Bhdsya comes to be this — If it were not as explained by 

the Purvapaksm, then the sentence ‘ Ashvinam graham, etc.’ would have to be taken 
as laying down, in regard to the ‘ Tying something in connection with which 
the ‘ threefold rope ’ and the particular time could be enjoined ; and the phrase 
‘ updkaranasya cha ’ {Bhdsya) means that the time laid down would be for the 
Updkarana also. Hence, inasmuch as this text is found to servo the purpose 
of laying down the necessary accessories, it has to be admitted that there is 
a ‘ Context ’ pertaining to the Savaniya animals. — Tantravartika — Trans., pp. 
1541-1542.] 

SUTRA (22). 

[Answer to the PCrvapak§in’s objection] — That cannot be ; as 

WHAT IS transferred IS ONLY A PART OF THE ANIMAL. 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be as it has been urged by the Purvapakain ; in reality, on the 
strength of the ‘ Order ’, the details in question must be taken as pertaining 
38 
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to the Agnlfomlya animal. As for the mention of the Savanlya in connec- 
tion with the time at which the Aahvina Cup is taken up, — that is for the 
purpose of actually enjoining the Savanlya itself ; if it were taken as laying 
down accessories of the Savanlya^ then there would .be a syntactical split ; 
not so when it is taken as enjoining the Savanlya itself. It is not possible 
for the text ‘ Aahvinam graham, etc.’ to be taken as laying down the time 
for what has been transferred by the ‘ extraction of the omentum ’ ; be- 
cause the omentum is only one part (of the animal) ; and hence it could 
transfer only those details which come after the preparation of the omen- 
tum, and not the UpakdravLa of the animal (which comes before the 
‘ extraction of the omentum ’ ). 

SUTRA (23). 

[Objection] — “ [The thansferencb] may be due to the nature 
OF the business itself ” — IF THIS BE URGED [THEN OUR ANSWER 
WOULD BE AS GIVE]? IN THE FOLLOWING SCTRA]. 


Says the Opponent — “ [If the transference could not be due to the 
‘ extraction of the omentum ’], then it could be due to the nature of the 
business, — ^and for the Savanlya thus transferred, the time would be taken 
as enjoined by the sentence '‘Aahvinam graham, etc.*. This ‘nature of the 
business * is indicated by the text — ‘ Muafind pidhdya vapoddharanam dalta 
d vapdhomdt ’ [Covering the extracted omentum with the first, he should 
sit there till the omentum is offered into the Fire ’] ; now if the ‘ extraction 
of the omentum * were done on the previous (i.e.^ fourth) day and if it were 
offered into the fire on the following (i.e. the fifth) day, then it would mean 
that the man would have to keep the omentum covered with his fist and 
sit down continuously for two days ; and certainly no one could do this ; 
for it would be necessary for him to find time to take his food and have 
some rest, etc.” 

SUTRA (24). 

That cannot be ; as what is suggested would be possible 
ONLY IF there WERE AN INCONGRUITY IN THE VeDIC TeXT. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been suggested by the Purvapakain is not possible. It could 
be so only if the doing of the * Extraction of the omentum ’ on the 
previous day and the offering on the following — involved an incongruity in 
the Vedic text ; — as it is however, there is no such incongruity in the Veda ; 
as it is quite possible to ‘cover the omentum* with a fiatful of grass, or a 
fiatful of leaves [in which case there would be no such incongruity as that 
of the man having to remain sitting for two days, etc.]. 

Objection — ” But the text contains the word ‘ dalta *, which means 
that the man ahouM remain sitting **. 
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AnstDer — ^The root * as * does not always mean to sit ; in fact it is also 
used in the sense of neutrality or indifference (rest); as we find in such 
assertions as ‘ Orhydni parigrbya dste ‘ Ksetrdni parigfhya dstl * [‘ Having 
received the household utensils, he rests \ * Having received lands, he rests *], 
where the root ‘ ds * denotes something which is not — sitting, i.e. cessation 
of activity (resting). In the text in question also, this same sense would be 
applicable — the man, having covered the omentum with a fistful of grass or 
of leaves may (rest) remain inactive. — From all this it follows that the 
text speaking of the time of the holding of the Ashvina Cup serves to enjoin 
the Savanlya ; so that the details regarding the animals do not appear 
in the ‘ Context ’ of the Savanlya animals, and as such, they cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to the Savanlya animals. 

SUTRA (25). 

Thus then, by virtue of its ‘ position the details in question 

MUST APPERTAIN TO THE PREVIOUS (i.E. AgnISOMIYA) ANIMAL ; 

SPECIALLY AS THE CONSECRATION (BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
THE SAID DETAILS) IS MEANT FOR THE SAKE 
OF THAT ANIMAL. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been seen that there is no * Context ’ of the Savanlya animals ; 
— ^such being the case, for reasons already stated before (in Su. 19), — i.e. 
on account of its ‘ position — ^the details should appertain to the previous — 
i.e. the Agnlsomlya — animal ; — specially as the consecration (brought 
about by the details in question) is for the sake of the Animal-sacrifice, 
not for the Jyotistoma sacrifice. In the event of its being for the sake of 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there would be no difference among the three animals 
(as regards the admissibility of the details in question to one or the other). 
As a matter of fact, however, the animal -sacrifices also, being not already 
enjoined elsewhere, have the capacity of admitting the details in question, 
— and as such it is these to whom the ‘ Context ’ belongs. — For these reasons, 
on the ground of ‘ Order ’ (Position), the details in question should be 
regarded as appertaining to the Agnlsomlya animal. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because we find indicatives. 

Bkdsya. 

For the following reasons also we conclude that the details relating to 
the animals appertain to the Agnlsomlya animal. — “For what reason ? **— 
Because we find indications ; i.e. there is a text indicative of the same idea : 

‘ Vapayd prdtahsavan^ charanti, puro^dsMna mddhyandin^ savant * [‘ The 

omentum is to be offered at the Morning Extraction, and the Cake at the 
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Midday Extraction ’] ; — this text speaks of the ‘ animal-offering * (in the 
shape of the omentum) and the ‘ Cake ’ [and as such indicates that the 
details in question should appertain to the Agnlsomlya animal only]. — If it 
did not do so, and if the details belonged in common to all the three animals 
[or even two of them — adds the Tantravdrtika], then there would be this 
difficulty that the ‘ Cake ’ (mentioned in the text just quoted) could not 
have any connection with the Savanlya animal ; because the ‘ Cake ’ has 
been regarded as consecratory of the two deities, Agni and Soma conjointly 
(not of Agni singly, which is the deity of the Savaniya) ; and by reason of 
this special capacity of the Cake (to consecrate the joint deities)^ it would 
naturally connect itself with the Agnlsomlya animal (which also is connected 
with the same two deities jointly), and not with the Savanlya (which being 
related to Agni only) can have no connection with the two deities Agni 
and Soma jointly » This same fact is also indicated (by the text quoted). — 
From this also, it follows that the details in question should appertain to the 
Agnlsomlya [and the details accruing to the Savanlya would be only such as 
would come to it under the general law — says Tantraydrtika'], 

SUTRA (27). 

The text [speaking of the ‘ covering of the holes ’] is 

NOT INJUNCTIVE ; IT IS PURELY DECLARATORY, 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra is in anticipation of a few words from the Opponent, who 
says — “ The Cake -offering [which serves the piu’pose of consecrating the 
two deities Agni-Soma may not apply to the Savanlya animal ; but] as 
serving the purpose of ‘ covering up the holes ’ [as mentioned in the Vedic 
text. — ‘ Susiro vd etarhi pashuh, etc.’] (it may find a place with the 
Savanlya animal) ”, — [It is in answer to this thi we have the Sutra which 
means that] what is suggested is not possible ; because the text quoted 
is not injunctive, it is purely declaratory ; that is, the text does not 
enjoin the ‘ Cake-offering ’ for the purpose of ‘ covering the holes ’ ; in 
fact, it is only a declaration, as has already been explained [under pddxi ii, 
of Discourse I, where it has been shown that such passages as are argumenta- 
tive, setting forth a reason for a certain thing, cannot be regarded as 
injunctive]. Consequently the ‘ Cake- offering ’ must be treated as serving the 
purpose of consecrating the deities ; and on that account, it is only when 
the Cake-offering appertains to the Agnlsomlya animal that it is possible 
for it to be found at the time of dealing with the Savanlya animal (which 
follows after that of the Agnlsomlya), and not on the ground that it apper- 
tains, in common, to both (the Agnlsomiya and the Savanlya), — From all 
this it follows that the details relating to the animals appertain to the 
Agnlsomlya animal only. 



Adhikaraija (8) : Details like the ‘ Fetching of the Branch ’ 
appertain to both ^ Milkings \ 

SUTRA (28). 

[P(Trvapak§a] — “ Between the two ‘ milkings * that which 

IS SIMPLY boiled (aND NOT MADE INTO CURD) SHOULD BE 
UNCONNECTED (WITH THE DETAILS), — BECAUSE OF 
THE DIFFERENCE IN THE TIME.” 

Bhdsya. 

[Ill connection with the Daraha-Purnamdan^ the cows are milked twice] 
there is one milking in the previous evening and another milking in the 
morning. — There are also certain accessory details laid down in connection 
with ‘ milking ’ — such as ‘ fetching the branch * (for driving the calf away 
from the cow), ‘ bringing in of the cow ‘ making the milk of the cow 
flow *, ‘ milking ’ and so forth. 

In connection with these, there arises the question — Are these details 
to be performed in connection with the Ev'ening-milking only, or with both 
milkings ? 

On this the Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ Between the two milkinga^ 
that which ia aimply boiled (and not made into curd, i.e. the morning milking) 
ahouJdnot he connected with the detaila ; — ^why ? — ^because the ‘ Fetching of the 
Branch ’ and other details have been laid down in the same ‘ order * as the 
Evening -milking, in connection with the Aupavaaathya (i.e. Previous) day ; 
on the same (previous) day is the Evening -milking also done. — Hence on the 
strength of ‘ Order the details relating to the milking should be performed 
in connection with the Evening -milking only [this milk being made into 
curd used on the following day ”]. 

SUTRA (29). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality [the details appertain to both milkings] 

BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE ‘ CONTEXT ’ AND 
THE INJUNCTION OF THE TIME APPLIES TO THE ACTION 
ALONG WITH ALL THE DETAILS. 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ Context ’ is common to both ; it belongs as much to the curd 
as to the milk ; and ‘ Context ’ is more authoritative than ‘ Order * (on 
which latter the Purvapakaa view is based) ; therefore the details laid down 
in connection with milking should appertain to both milkings. — Further, 
it is not that the Evening-milking is laid down as to be done on the previous 
day ; — “ when then ? ” — as a matter of fact, it is laid down as to be done 



598 


SHABABA-BHAI^YA : 


on the following day. — “ How so ? ” — The text bearing on the subject 
is as follows — “ Aindram dadhi amdvdsydydm^ aindrampayah amdvdaydydm,'*^ 
[* The Curd dedicated to Indra, on the Amavasya day ; the milk dedicated 
to Indra, on the Amdvdsyd day *] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 4. 1) ; wherein both the 
milkings are enjoined as to be done along with all details on the Amdvdsyd 
day. Even so, however, the evening-milking is done on the previous day 
by reason of the exigencies of the case ; i.e. it is the very nature of the curd 
that it starts (with the milking) on the previous day and is finally made up on 
the following day. Thus it is not true that the details have been laid down 
in the ‘ Order ’ of the Evening-Milking (which is the premise upon which the 
Purvapak§a is based). — From all this it follows that the details in question 
appertain to both Milkings. 



Adhikaraija (9) : Details like ^ placing * washing^ 
and the rest appertain to all three ‘ Extractions \ 

StJTRA (30). 

Similarly the vessels are to be taken as laid down 

IN CONNECTION WITH OTHER ‘ EXTRACTIONS * ALSO. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Jyotiatoma sacrifice laid down in the text — ^ Jyotiptomena 
svargakdmo yajeUi * (Taitti. Sam. 6. 5. 2. 2). — In reference to this sacrifice, 
ten vessels, — the " Aindravayava* (Dedicated to Indra-Vayu) and the rest, 
are laid down in connection with the Morning -Extraction fthere being 
three ‘ extractions ’ of the Soma-juice, in the morning, in the evening and at 
midday] ; in regard to these vessels certain details have been prescribed, 
such as — (a) * Upopte anye grahdh aadyanie^ anupopte dhruvdh [‘ The other 
vessels are placed on a raised ground, the Dhruvd vessel is placed on 
ground not raised ’], and (6) ‘ Dashdpavitreiyi graham aammdrati * Cleanses 
the vessel with the hem of the garment *]. — Apart from these ten, there 
are other vessels, laid down in connection with the Midday Extractions 
and others again in connection with the third (Evening) Extraction. 

Now, in regard to the vessels used at the Midday Extraction and those 
used at the Evening Extractions there arises the question — should the 
details (of Placing and Cleansing) be performed in connection with all 
vessels ? or only in connection with those (ten) that are used at the 
Morning-Extraction ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ the Details should be performed only in 
connection with those used at the Morning Extraction, not with any others ; 
because it is in the ‘ Order ’ (Position) of the Morning Extraction that the 
Details have been laid down.'* 

On this we have the following Siddhdnta — To other Extractions than 
the Morning one, — i.e. to the Midday Extraction and at the third Extraction 
— also, the injunction of the vessels (and what is to be done to them) is 
applicable, in the same manner as in the previous Adhikararui, That is, 
the ‘ Context ’ is one and the same for all the three Extractions, — and it is 
in that same ‘ Context ’ that the details in question have been laid down ; 
— through ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ also, the details are connected with 
every one of the vessels (used at the three Extractions) ; — and both ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection ’ and ‘ Context ’ are more authoritative than ‘ Order *. — 
Hence it follows that the details laid down in connection with the vessels 
appertain to all the vessels that are used at the three Extractions. 



Adhikaraija (10) : The * Threefoldness of the Rope * 
pertains to all animals. 

SOtra (31). 

The Rope also [pertains to all], specially as we find 

INDICATIVES TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotiatomaf the Agnlsomlya is one of the animals used, as laid 
down in the text — ‘ Yo dlkaito yadagnlaomlyam paahumdlahheta * (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6) ; — in connection with this we find mentioned the ‘ Rope 
as also certain details relating to the Rope, in the text — ‘ The Rope is 
threefold ; it is made of Kusha -grass ; it should be made of well -beaten 
grass 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do these details appertain 
in common to the Rope of the Agnlaomlya animal, as well as to that of the 
Savanlya animal ? Or to the rope of the Agniaormya animal only ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ through the ‘ Context ’, they should 
appertain to the Rope of the Agniaormya animal only **. 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The details appertain 
in common to both (the Rope of the Agniaormya as well as the Rope of the 
Savanlya) why 1—hecauae we find indicatives to that effect, — the indicative 
text declaring ‘ Aahvinam graham grhUvd trvritd yupam parimya dgnJ^yam 
paahumupdkaroti [‘ Taking up the vessel dedicated to the Ashvins, and 
covering the Post wdth the threefold rope ; one touches the animal dedicated 
to Agni, i.e. the Savanlya animaV] ; wherein the Rope is indicated as to be used 
for the Covering ’ of the Post for the Savanlya animal ; and this indication 
would be possible only if the Rope and its details were common to both 
the animals. If it appertained to the Agnlaomlya animal only, then it would 
have become excluded from the ‘Covering’ of the Post in connection 
with the Savanlya animal, which ‘ covering ’ is different from the ‘ covering ’ 
done in connection with the Archetype ; then again, the ‘ covering of the 
Post* done in connection with Savanlya is totally different from the 
‘covering’ done at the Archetype, and yet we find ‘threefoldness’ men- 
tioned in connection with it. — ^How so ?— Well, we find the text — ‘ Taking 
up the vessel dedicated to the Aahvins, and going out, he covers the Post ’ ; 
— such being the case, if the Rope did not appertain in common to the 
Agnlaomlya and the Savanlya, then it would follow that the ‘Covering’ 
(in connection with the Savanlya) should be done with a piece of cloth ; 

and yet the text indicates the Rope (by the mention of ‘ threefoldness ’). 

Hence it follows that the Rope is common to both the animals ; — and when 

the Rope is common, the details relating to it should also be common. 

Thus it is that the fact of the Rope being common to both is shown by the 
indicative text. “ But what is the reason here (apart from the indication 
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in support of the Siddhdnta) ? ** — ^The reason is that through ‘ Context 
the Rope and its details should appertain to the Post of the Agntsomiya 
animal only, while through ‘ Syntactical Connection they should apper- 
tain to every Post (connected with the Agmaonuya as well as the Savanlya 
animal). 



ADHiKARAii^A (11) : Details like " Placing^ shmM he 
done to the ‘ Arhshu ’ and the ^ Addhhya ’ also. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “ What is enjoined at a distance cannot 

BE CONNECTED WITH THE OTHER DETAILS, BECAUSE OF 
NON-PROXIMITY 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain vessels ‘ enjoined at a distance ’ from the Jyotistoma 
(i.e. in a totally different context), — such, for instance, as the vessels Arhshu 
and Addbhya, which have been enjoined in the section dealing with the 
Aupasada-Anuvdkyd (which is a section far removed from the section dealing 
with the Jyotistoma). 

In regard to these vessels (Arhshu and Addhhya)^ there arises the question 
— Should the details (Placing, Cleansing, and so forth) laid down in connection 
with vessels used at the Jyotistoma be performed in connection with the 
Arhshu and the Addhhya, or not ? 

The Purvapakfa view is as follows: — “The said details are not to be 
formed in connection with the Arhshu and the Addhhya, — because of non- 
proximity ; in the case of the ‘ boiling ’ laid down in the text — ‘ One boils 
what is dedicated to Mitra-Varuryi^ (Tai. S. 6. 4. 8. 2) — we find that 
boiling is done only to that cup which is dedicated to Mitra-Varurm, 
and not to all the cups ; in the same manner, all the details under 
consideration should be done to those vessels only that are mentioned in the 
same Context (of the Jyotistoma), and not to all vessels ”, 

SUTRA (33). 

In REALITY, THE VESSELS NOT MENTIONED IN THE SAME CONTEXT ALSO 

SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH THE DETAILS IN QUESTION ; AS 
THOSE VESSELS ALSO ARE OF USE AT IT (THE JyOTI§TOMA 
SACRIFICE) ; SPECIALLY AS WHAT IS AUXILIARY TO A 
SACRIFICE MUST APPLY TO ALL THAT IS OF 
USE AT THAT SACRIFICE. 

Bkdsya. 

A vessel like the Arhshu and Addhhya, even though not mentioned 
in the same Context (of the Jyotistoma), should be connected with the details 
in question ; — why ? — because ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ is more authorita- 
tive than ‘ Context ’. 

Objection — “ If these details were performed elsewhere (in connection 
with another sacrifice), they could not help the Jyotistoma, in any way ”. 
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Anstuer — They would certainly help the Jyotiatoma^ — because the 
Amshu and the Adabhya are of use ai it ; — i.e. they are of use at the Jyoti^- 
poma. Then again, the details relating to the vessel is of the nature of 
'* auxiliary and as such, through the vessel, they would help the Jyotiatoma ; 
and as many vessels would be serviceable at the JyotiatomUy — to all these 
the details in question should appertain. — ^From this we conclude that the 
details laid down in connection with . the-^essels should be performed in 
connection with the Arhshu and the Adabhya also. 

SUTRA (34). 

There could be restriction only if there were a direct 

DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been said by the Purvapakain (under Sii. 32) in regard to the 
‘ boiling ’ of the milk in the vessel dedicated to MUra-Varuna is quite right, 
so far as that case is concerned ; as in that case there is the direct declara- 
tion (to the effect that the ‘ boiling * is to be in connection with that par- 
ticular vessel), — and hence this direct declaration sets aside the indication 
of the ‘ Context ’ and restricts the boiling in its scope. In the case in ques- 
tion, however, it is quite the reverse ; in the case cited it is the indication of 
the ‘Context’ that the boiling should be done to all the vessels, while the 
restriction of it to a particular vessel is done by the direct declaration con- 
tained in the ‘Sentence’ quoted; — while in the case in question, the con- 
nection of the details with all vessels is directly declared by the ‘Sentence’, 
and it is the indication of the ‘ Context ’ that restricts it to particular vessels. 
[And as ‘Sentence’, i.e. ‘Syntactical Connection’, is always more authorita- 
tive than the ‘Context’] it follows that the details in question are to be 
performed even in connection with those vessels (the Amahu and the 
Adabhya) which are not mentioned in the same ‘ Context ’ with them. 



Adhikarai^a (12): The qualifications of the ^ Chitrini^ 
and other Bricks are auxiliary to the Fire and hence 
should he connected with the details laid down 
for the Fire-altar. 

SUTRA (35). 

Similarly, even those that are not mentioned in the 
SAME ‘ Context ’ should be regarded as auxiliary 
TO THE Fire. 

Bhdsya. 

Without any reference to the w© have the texts — (a) ‘ Chitrinl- 

rupadadhdt% hajriijArupadadhdti ’ [‘ He puts in bricks with figures, he puts in 
bricks with the mark of the thunder-bolt *] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 7. 3. 1) ; — (h) 
‘ Bhutdpfakd upadadhdti ’ [‘ He puts in well-baked bricks ’] (Taitti. Sazh. 
5. 6. 3. 1). — ^Then, there are certain qualifications of Bricks laid down in the 
context (of the Fire-altar)^ such as — ‘ Bricks should be made entire and not 
black*; *’one should smear the bricks with ashes*. 

Now, there arises the question — Should these latter qualifications 
be applicable in those bricks that are not mentioned in the same Context, — 
or not ? 

On this the Purvapaksa view is that — “The qualifications should not 
bo applicable to them ; — why ? — because of non-proximity (remoteness) *’. 

The Siddhunta view is that the bricks like those in question should be 
regarded to be as much an auxiliary to the Fire (altar) as the vessels have 
been found (in the preceding Adhikarana) to be to the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; 
because here also ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ is more authoritative than 
* Context ’ ; and also because the bricks in question also are used for the 
building of the Fire -altar. [Consequently, the qualifications laid down in 
the Context of the ‘ Fire -altar ’ should be present in the Chitriifi and other 
bricks also, though these are not mentioned in the same Context.] 



ADHiKABAiiiA (13) : Such details as ‘ Measuring out \ 

* Fetching', ‘Purchase' and ‘Juice-Extraction' etc. 
are applicable to the case of Soma only. 

SCTRA (36). 

The ‘ CONDITIONAL NOT BEINO EQUAL TO THE ‘ NORMAL CANNOT 
HAVE THE SAME DETAILS APPERTAINING TO IT. 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Sa yadi rdjanyam, etc/ 
[‘ If one should sacrifice for the Ksattriya or the Vaiahya, and he wishes 
to eat Soma, one should collect banyan-shoots, pound them and mix them 
up with curds, and offer this to him to eat, not Soma *]. — ^In connection 
with the Jyotiatoma again, there are certain details to be performed in 
regard to the Soma, — such as ‘ Measuring out % ‘ Fetching ‘ Purchasing 
‘ Juice -Extraction ’ and so forth. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do these details appertain 
equally to the Soma and the ‘ Fruit -mixtiu’e * ? Or do they appertain 
to the Soma only, the ‘ Fruit -mixture ’ being only a ‘Modification’ of the 
Soma ? 

The purpose of this Adhikarana is to determine whether or not these 
details are to be performed by such persons (Ksattriyas and Vaishyas) as 
may be desirous of having their sacrifice complete in all its details. 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ the details are equally applicable to 
both the Soma and the Fruit-mixture ; as the ‘ Context * is the same 

The Siddhdnta however is as follows : — Things like the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’ 
are ‘ conditional ’, due to certain special circumstances ; and hence it can- 
not have the same details appertaining to thefn, — Why so ? — Because it is not 
eqtml to what is ‘ normal ’ ; i.e. the ‘ Fruit-mixtiue ’ is not equal to the Soma ; 
inasmuch as Soma has been enjoined as the ‘ normal ’ substance, to be 
used in all cases, while the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’ is only ‘ conditional ’ (its use 
depending on the circumstance of the sacrificer being a Ksattriya or a 
Vaiahya, and then too only for the sole purpose of being ‘ eaten ’, the 
offerings, in this case also, being made of Soma-juice itself). — “ What if 
it is so ? ” — ^If it is so, then, inasmuch as the details in question also have 
been enjoined as ‘ normal ’ (to be done in all cases), they cannot be performed 
as if they were only ‘ conditional ’ (to be done only under special circum- 
stances). — ^If they were treated as common (to both the Soma and the 
Fruit-mixture), then it would mean the injunction of something wholly 
irrelevant. — Further, if the Fruit-mixture, being conditional, were to take 
in the details laid down in connection with Soma, — ^then those details, being 
common, would have to be regarded as repeated twice. — From all this, 
it follows that the Fruit-mixture cannot have all the details appertaining 
to it. 



Adhikaraisja (14) : The details laid down in connection 
with the Principal Substance should appertain to its 
Substitute also. 

SUTRA (37). 

[PCbvapak§a] — “ The substitute also should be treated 

SIMILARLY 

Bhdsya. 

A suhstitiUe is laid down for cases where the principal substance is 
not available ; o.g. if the Vrlhi Com (which is the principal substance prescribed 
for making the Cake) is not available, Nivara Corn is used in its place. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the details laid down 
in connection with Vrlhi equally applicable to the Nivara, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ the substitute is to he treated shnilarly ; 
that is, just as the conditional {fruit -mixture) cannot have applicable to it 
those same details that are prescribed for the normal (Soyna), — so the 
substitute also ; as the substitute also is not equal to the Principal. — ‘ What 
is the inequality ? ’ — The ‘ inequality ’ consists in this that the details have 
been prescribed in reference to the Vnhi, not in reference to the Nlvdra ; 
what happens is that the details are directly enjoined in reference to the 
Vrlhi, and if they are applied at all to the substitute, it is only on the basis 
of Presumption.” 

SCTRA (38). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so ; in fact, it should be treated like the 
Principal substance ; as the purpose served by both is one 
and the same. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to say that the substitute is not to be treated like the 
Principal ; in fact, it should be treated exactly as it has been laid down 
(in connection with the Principal) ; because in this case, the relation between 
the two substances is not that of the root-substance and its modification, — 
Why ? — That the details laid down in connection with the Vnhi are adopted 
in the case of a particular Vr^i Com, is due to the fact that it has the 
^ character * of ‘ Vnhi — and when the Nlvdra is declared to be a substitute for 
Vrihi, it does not mean that the * character ’ of ' Nlvdra ’ takes the place of the 
' character ’ of * Vnhi * (as it happens in the C6ise of the root-substance. Milk, and 
its modification. Curd) ; hence the relation between the two cannot be that 
of the root substance and its modification, — ** How then do the details laid 
down for the Vnhi become applicable to the Nlvdra ? ” — Our answer to 
this ia that those individual FriAi grains which are distinguished by the 
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character of ‘ Vnhi \ are actually present in the Nlvdra grains (that are taken 
up as the substitute for Vnhi) ; and it is for the sake of these that the details 
in question are applied ; so that the injunction of these details applies 
equally to those grains of Nlvdra as also to the other graina of Vtihu — 
“ What is the equality between the two ? ** — The equality lies in the fact 
that both the grains are distinguished by the character (or shape) of 'Vnhi \ — 
For these reasons the details are to be applied equally to both (the Putlcipal 
substance Vrlhi and its substitute, Nlvdra), 

[Tn this connection, see Su. 6. 3. 27, where we are taught that the substitute 
must be like the Priv/cipaU in shape ; so that if the shape of the Vnhi is present 
in the Nlvdra, in this sense the Nlvdra can be spoken of as * distinguished by the 
shape of Vrlhi ’ ; this is what is meant by saying that the “ Vrlhi distinguished 
by the character of * Vrlhi ’ is present in the Nlvdra ”.] 

SUTRA (39). 

Also because it is not something authorised by the 

SCRIPTURES. 

Bhdaya, 

For the following reason also the substitute cannot be regarded as 
a modification of the Principal. — ^For what reason ? — ^The reason is that 
the substitute (Nlvdra) comes in on accoimt of the need ; that is, when the 
principal substance becomes spoilt, there is need for a substance to be used 
at the sacrifice, and it is in fulfilling this need that the Nlvdra is brought 
in (on the ground of its resemblance to the principal, Vrlhi) [and it is not 
that the Nlvdra is actually laid down by the scriptures as to be used] ; but 
the said need cannot justify the idea that the genus ‘ Nlvdra ’ comes in in the 
place of the genus ‘ Vrlhi \ — For this reason the substitute cannot be 
regarded as a ‘ modification ’ of the Principal substance wliich is enjoined 
by the scripture as the one to be used. 



ADHiKARAijrA (15) : In the case of those ‘ substitutes ’ (dso 
which are actually enjoined by the scriptures, the details 
laid down in connection with the ‘ Principal ’ 
should be performed. 

SUTRA (40). 

The secondary substance is mentioned for the purpose 
OP restricting (the substitute). 

Bhdsya. 

[It having been explained in the preceding Adhikararta that the Sub- 
stitute, not laid down in the scriptures, is to be treated like the Principal] 
now the question that arises is — Is the Substitute that is actually laid down 
in the scriptures to be treated like the Principal — or not ? For instance, 
we have the text — ‘ If one cannot obtain Soma, he should extract the juice 
of the Piitlka ’ (P. U. Bra. 9. 5. 3) [where the Putlka is actually laid down 
as the substitute for Soma; — and the question is — Is the Putlka to be 
treated like the Soma ?] * 

The Purvapak^ view is that — “ it is not to be treated like the Principal 
substance; because its case is entirely different from the Substitute that is 
not mentioned in the scriptures 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — The secondary substance is mentioned for 
the purpose of restricting the s'obstilute. The meaning is that in this case 
also the substitution is due to need : Soma not being there, the substance 
that should have to be used would be something resembling Soma, and what 
the text quoted does is to restrict the substitution to the Putlka which bears 
some resemblance to the Soma, and what is meant is that this Putlka is 
the only one thing that may be used in the absence of anything more like 
the Soma ; what is meant being that when in the place of the enjoined 
Principal substance, something else closely resembling it should have been 
used, what is actually substituted is something different even from this 
latter (which resembles it to a smaller extent) ; and it is not substituted as 
a means to the accomplishment of the sacrifice. [All that is meant is that, 
in the event of the Soma not being available, the Putlka is the substance 
that may be brought in, as possessing some of the properties of the Soma. 
See, in this connection, Sii. 6. 3. 16, 17. Says tlie TarUravdrtika — Trans., 
p. 1568 — The Putlka cannot be regarded as forming part of the sacrifice 
in the manner in which the Soma is ; it is brought in only as the substra- 
tum of some of the properties of Soma ; hence oven though it is mentioned 
in the Veda, it should be dealt with in the same manner as the substitute has 
been dealt with in the foregoing Adhikaraim^'i 



Adhikarai^^a ( 16 ) : Details like the ‘ Dlksanlyd Isti ’ — 
Initiatory Sacrifice — appertain to the Agnistoma. 

SUTRA (41). 

[PCbvapak§a continued] — “ The Forms are to be treated 
AT.T. alike, as there is no difference of 
‘ Context 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotiatoma sacrifice ; of this four Forms have been 
spoken of — viz.: (1) Agniatoma, (2) Ukthya, (3) J^odaahi and (4) Atiratra, 
In connection with this sacrifice certain details are prescribed — ^such as the 
Initiatory Sacrifice and the like. [In reality, there are seven Forms 
of the Jyotiatoma, these four, and Atyagni^toma, Aptoryanm and Vdjapiiya, 
It is by way of illustration that only four have been mentioned.] 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Have these details been 
prescribed in connection with the entire Jyotigtoma in all its forms ? or 
only in its AgniftomaJovm ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — ** All the Forma are to be treated alike ; 
— ^why ? — because there ia no difference of Context ; there is no difference in 
the Context of the several Forms, whereby it could be determined that the 
details appertain to the Jyotiatoma in its Agnigtormi-iovvci only ; hence the 
Forms should be treated all alike**. 


SUTRA (42). 

[POrvapak§a concluded ] — “ They are spoken of also as 
if they were similar.’’ 

Bhd§ya, 

In the context where they are mentioned, the Forms are spoken of as if 
they were similar ; for instance, there is the text — ‘ Yadi agnigpomo jvhoti, 
yadi ukthyah paridhimanakti, yadi atiratrah Itadeva yajurjapan havirdhdnam 
prcUipadyeta * [‘ If it is the Agnigfoma, one offers the libation into Fire ; — if it 
is the Ukthya, he anoints the bounding sticks ; — if it is the Atiratra, he goes to 
the Havirdhdna cart, repeating this same Yajue *] ; — here we find the several 
Forms mentioned separately, which shows that the details here mentioned 
appertain to the Jyotiptoma in all its forms; and it follows from this that 
the details that may be found to be mentioned in common (not in reference 
to any one form specifically) should also appertain to the Jyotiatoma in all its 
forms. If the details were not meant to apply equally to all [and applied 
to the Jyoti 9 toma in general], then it would appertain to the Agnigtoma 
39 
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form only (as being the first) ; and in that case there would be no need 
to mention the Agnistoma in the passage quoted ; as even without such 
mention, the Agnistoina would })ecome connected with the details all the 
same. As a matter of fact, however, we find the passage speaking of the 
Jyoti stoma in all its forms ; from which we conclude that the Context belongs 
to the Jyotistoina in all its forms. — Further, we find the text — ‘ Agneya- 
majamagnistome dlahheta^ ainrlragnam dvitlynrmikthye^ aindram vrsriim 
trtlyam so^shini ’ [‘At the Agnistoma, one should kill the goat dedicated 
to Agni ; at the Ukthya, one should kill the second animal dedicated to 
Jndra-Agni ; at the Sodeshan one should kill the third ram dedicated to 
Indra"]; the mention of the ‘second’ and the ‘third’ would be expli- 
cable only if all the three were dealt with alike. — [Tf the Forms wore 
regarded as secondary modifications, then, inasmuch as there would be no 
one such detail with (uich, — for instance, the Aindrdgna at the Ukthya — 
that would bar the applicability, to the same Form, of all the other 
details, the Agneya, etc. ; while, if in accordance with the passage just ([noted 
we should have only the Agveya goat at the Agnistoyytn , — tlu^ Agneyn and 
the Aindrdgna goats, as the secotid, at the Ukthya, — and the Agneya, the 
Aindrdgna and the Aindra Vrsni, as the third, at the sodf/.v/ihu.]~-1’hus at 
the Ukthya, there would be two causes — the Agnistoyna’Chanl and the 
TJkthya-chnnt, — and as the corresponding effects we would have the 
Agneya animal and the Aindrdgmi animal; — and thus the mention of 
the ‘ second ’ becomes quite explicable. — Similarly at th(' Sodashin 
and the Atirdtra — also. — Tf, cm the other hand, there were the relation of 
original and its modification ^ the ccmnection of the Agneya, — which would 
come into the Ukthya only by virtiu^ of the general law of adrnitting into 
the modification of all the details of the original,- -w(ui Id have to be s(‘t aside 
by the directly-asserted ‘ Alndrdgyia' and the rest; and in that case the men- 
tion of the ‘ second ’ and the ‘ third ’ would not bo explicable. — From all 
this wo conclude that the Initiatory sacrifice and other details ap]>ertain to 
the Jyoti stoma in all its forms. 


SUTRA (43). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, the (later) Forms are mere modifica- 
tions, BECAUSE THEY ARE ASSOCIATED WITH SPECIFIC DESIRABLE 
RESULTS, AND THIS ASSOCIATION IS AS CONSTANT AS 
THE MOST CONSTANT FACTOR IN THE 
WHOLE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that all the Forms should be treated alike; in fact 
the later Forma, Ukthya and the rest, should be treated as mere 
* modifications ’ of the first Form (Agni§toma), As a matter of fact, the 
Initiatory Sacrifice and the other details relating to the Jyotistoma 
have been laid down on the basis of the Agnistoma which has been treated 
as the basic Form (without which there could be no Jyotistoma at all). 
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— “How do you get at this idea ? ” — This idea is derived from the fact 
that the Ukthya and the other Forms have been laid down as associated 
with specific desirable results, in such texts as — (a) ‘When one desires cattle, 
he should take up the Ukthya \ (6) ‘ When one desires strength, he should 
hymn with the Sodashin\ and (r) ‘When one desires offspring, he should 
offer for him the Atirdtra sacrifice ’ ; — ^and when an accessory associated 
with a specific desire is (enjoined, it can find place in the sacrifice only after 
modifying that accessory which forms a constant factor in the sacrifice 
(where it is performed in its constant form, without reh'rence to any parti- 
cular desirable result). — •“ Why ? ” — Because in such (;ases, the particular 
desirable result follows from the particular accessory (associated with that 
result) ; for the text says that ‘ one should take up the Ukthya if he desires 
cattle \ not ‘ if h(^ d('sires the Jyotistoma \ or ‘ if he desires the Ukthya ’ ; 
and th(^ mf)auing of tfie injunction is that ‘ ho should take up th(^ Ukthya 
so that cattle may coimi to him — “ In what manner would this be done ? *’ 
— As for that, from the fact that this injunction being in close proximity 
to the injunc.tion of the constant element of the sacrifice* (Jyotisfoyiui), it 
follows that the procedure of this latter would be adopted in the per- 
formance of what has bet^n enjoined as to be performed with a view to parti- 
cular results (for instance, the Ukthya). 

Question — “ But how is it ascertained that the said Procedure really 
ap])('rta,ins to the constant element in the sa<jrifi(*(‘, and not to that factor 
which is associati^d with a (i('sirable result ? Or that it does not apy)ertain 
in common to both ? ” 

Answer — Whenever a desirable result follows from the use of a certain 
accessory, it does so (jiily when the accessory is used while the action leading 
to that result is hehuj performed, not otherwise ; — as for the ]>rocedure. that 
proccxlure is adopted which happens to be in proximity to the action ; and 
when the cpiestioii arises as to whether this procedure appertains to the means 
of accomplishing the act (i.e. the accessory), or to what is to be accomplished 
(i.e. the action), — it cannot but be taken as apj^ertaining to the latter (i.o, 
what is to be accomplished) ; because unless it appertains to ichat is to be 
accomplished, it can have no connection with the means of accomplishment ; 
as a matter of fact, the form in which a particular procedure is prescribed is 
— * By this process one shoiild make such and such a thing the means of 
accomplishing what is to be accomplished ’ ; and there is no method or 
process possible by which anything could be the means of accomplishing 
an action until the action is being accomplished. Thus then, if one were 
to attribute the Procedure to the means of acconij^lishing, he must admit 
that it appertains to that also which is to be accomplished. — Now in the 
case in question the Jyotistoma sacrifice is what is to be accomplished, and 
the various Forms are the means of accomplishing it ; hence it becomes 
established that the Procedure appertains to the Jyotistoma. 

Question — “ But why cannot the Procedure appertain to both [the 
Jyotistoma and the Forms^ in common?” 

Answer — Because the Procedure is prescribed as a constant factor ; 
so that whenever the Jyotistoma is performed, the Initiatory Sacrifice (which 
forms part of the Procedure) must be performed. The Form ‘ Ukthya *, 
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on the other hand, is to be performed at the Jyotiatoma, only if the 
peTjortnet happens to he one who desires cattle. Thus then, though the details 
of Procedure (comprising the Initiatory Sacrifice) must be performed at the 
Jyoti^toma always, yet the Ukthya and the other Forms are to be 
performed only on a certain occasion [when the performer happens to desire 
the result with which the particular Form is associated]. — Such being the 
caae, if the details which are to be always performed at the Jyotipfoma were 
regarded as appertaining to- the Ukthya and other Forms, — this would be 
a contradiction in terms, the two being entirely incompatible ; in fact, 
if the details have to be done in connection with the Jyotiptoma always^ 
then they cannot appertain to the Ukthya and other Forms [as these 
are not invariable concomitants of the Jyotistonui ] ; and if they appertain 
to the Ukthya and other Forms, then they cannot be such as should 
be performed at the Jyotistoma always ; — the two are entirely incompatible. 
— ^It is for this reason that the Procedure (comprising the Initiatory Sacrifice 
and other details) cannot be taken as appertaining to both (the Jyotistoma 
and the Forms). 

Further, if what is ephemeral (variable) were declared to be constant 
(invariable), — then that declaration of the constant factor would itself 
be rendered ephemeral (variable) ! and thereby that declaration would 
become set a.side ! 

From all this it follows that the details in question appertain to the 
Jyotift^yma only, in its Constant form (the Agniftoma), and not to the 
Ukthya and other Forms which are associated with the desire for parti- 
cular results. 

SUTRA (44). 

Furthbb, on account of repetition, the details should 

APPERTAIN TO THE ORIGINAL (ArCHETYPE). 


Says the Opponent — “ The Agniftoma Form also is found mentioned 
as leading to a particular result.” 

True ; there are two Agnistomas spoken of — one, constant (essential) 
and the other, associated with the desire for a certain result ; and by 
virtue of these two texts (speaking of the two Agniptomas), the idea would 
be that it is the constant Agnistoma itself which leads to the said result ; 
and even so, the ‘ constant ’ character of the Agniptoma would remain un- 
afEected ; — andl in this way also the Initiatory Sacrifice and other details 
would appertain to the Jyotistoma in its constant form, Agniptoma. 

SOTRA (45). 

The COMPREHENSIVE REFERENCE IS MERELY VERBAL. 

Bhdpya. 


It has been argued (by the Purvapakpin, in the Bhdpya on SCi. 42) that 
** the reference to the Ukthya and the Atiraira as the * second ’ and the 
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* third * respectively can be justified only if all the Forms be regarded 
as to be treated alike, — not otherwise — But it is merely a verbal state- 
ment that the animal laid down in connection with the Ukthya as to be dedi- 
cated to Irvdra-Agni is the second, and that laid down in connection with 
the So^shin as to be dedicated to Indra is the third ; and this statement 
cannot be treated as indicative of the fact that all the Forms have to be 
treated alike. 


SUTRA (46). 

Also because of the negation of the indicatives of 
THE foregoing. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Ukthya and other Forms should 
be regarded as ‘ modifications ’ of the Agnistoma (which should be regarded 
as the ‘ original ’ or ‘ archetype * of all the other Forms). — “ For what 
reason ? ” — Became of the negation of the indiccUives of the foregoing, — ^which 
we find in the sentence — ‘ If it is the Agnistoma, one offers the oblation 
into the Fire; if it is the Ukthya, one anoints the bounding sticks and 
does not offer the oblation into the Fire ’ ; — this negation of the ‘ offering of 
the oblation into the Fire ’ would not be there [i.e. it would have no mean- 
ing, if the Ukthya were not a ‘ modification * of the Agni^Uyma\ [The mean- 
ing of the sentence is that the Ukthya shall take in all the details of the Agni- 
stoma, with the single exception of the ‘ oblation into Fire ’ ; and this relation 
between the two is possible only when one, the preceding one, is the original 
archetype of the following one.] 

Though, on the strength of the declaration (‘If it is the Agnistoma^ 
etc. etc.,’ quoted under Su. 42), it would seem that when certain conditions 
are present, all the Forms are to be treated alike, yet — 


SUTRA (47). 

the mention of the one Form is due to the peculiar 

CHARACTER. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 42) that “ in the passage, ‘ Yadya^gnU 
sfomahi etc. etc.’ there is mention of the Forms as if they were all 
similar ”. — The answer to this is that what is relevant has been spoken of 
through what is not relevant [i.e. the irrelevant accessory has been introduced 
as if it were relevant, throiigh the mention of a relevant action to which 
the accessory belongs — says TarUravdrtika) ; and in this case the mention 
(in this passage) of the Agnippoma (whose presence is already indicated by 
the Context) should be taken as a reference to what is already known. 

[According to Kumarila, the objection met here is based upon the presence 
of the conditional * yadi *, * if in the passage ; the sense of the objection being 
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that ** it is not right that the constant {Agnistoma) and the variable {IJkthya^ etc.) 
should be mentioned in the same passage — each one of them with a conditional 
clause relating to the details of procedure The sense of the reply is that even 
so, as the several Forms are enioined in the Veda m close proximity, there is 
nothing illogical in stating the possibility of certain details of procedure, which 
can belong to the constant Agnistmna only, finding place in the variable Ukthya, 
etc., also.] 

[The following note given in the J^addarshanarhintan ikd, on the basis of the 
Bhdttadtpikd^ is of importance : — There are, properly speaking, only j'our^ not 
seven, Sanwthds or ‘Forms’ of the Jyotistnma sacrifice— -( 1 ) Agnistpma, (2) 
Ukthya, (3) Sodashm, and (4) Atirdtra. In the course of an extensive sacrifice, 
some hymns are recited, and by a peculiar adaptation of these hymns, when one 
Hymn was completed, it was regarded as the completion of a ‘ Form The 
term ‘ Samsiha ’ or ‘ Form ’, stands for the place where one .stops. Tn the 
Agnistoma^Form, there are twelve hymns, the twelfth and the last being 
the Ag7ii.Homa-}iy7nn, by virtue of which the Form itself is called ‘ Agnistoma *. 
This is both constant (indispensable) and variable (optional) ; though the Form 
(sacrifice) is one and the same. — As regards the Vkthya-Forni, it consists of the 
whole of the Agnustmna -sacrifice with three hymns in addition to the Agnistoma - 
hymns. — The Soda,shi-Form comprises the C^A:/7ii/«-sacrifico and it concludes with 
the Sodashi -hymn. — Lastly, the Atirdtra-Fomi consists of the i^odashi -sacrifice, 
and at it twelve additional hymns arc recited three times during one night, 
and then a hymn named 'Ashvina" is recited last. — Atydgnistmna, Vdjap^ya, and 
Aptoryamd, — which are the other three Forms attributed to the J yotistoma — are all 
included in the four described above, though they have been separately dealt with 
in the Smrtia. When the Agnistoma is ijerformed after the reciting of the Agni- 
stoma, XJkthya and So4ashi stotras, it becomes known as the ‘ Atydgnistp)na ’. — 
When the Sodashi sacrifice is performed after the performance of the Atydgnistoma 
and the recital of the Vajap^ya-hyian, it becomes known as the V djnp^ya-sacrifiice. 
— When the performance of the A^tVa^m-sacrifice is followed by the recital (three 
times) of twelve hymns, and at the fourth time, three additional hymns are recited, 
it becomes know'n as the Aptoryamd saciifice. — For a KsttHriya, the Atydgnistoma 
is indispensable, the IJkthya and other Forms are optional.] 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA VII. 

Adhikarajnja (1) : Details like ‘ Varhi' (grass) appertain 
to the Darsha-Purnamdsa as well as to their subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ Because of the particular Context, that which 

IS* NOT connected (WITH ANYTHINO INCOMPATIBLE WITH 
THE Context) should appertain to the Primary 

Sacrifice.” 

Bhdsi/n . 

'Phere are Darshn^Purnarndfia sacrifices ; at which (/mss is laid 

down as to bo used, and certain details are laid down as to be performed 
in conmiction with the grass ; similarly there is the ‘ altar ’ and certain 
•details relating; to the ‘ altar '. 

In re^^ard to these, there aris<'s the question — Do these things, grass 
and the rest, and the details laid down in connection wdth thcan, appertain 
to the Primary Sacrifice only ? Or to the Primary Sacrifice as well as its 
subsidiaries ? 

On this cpiestion, the Piirvapaksa view is as follow^s : — "’Because of the 
particular Context, that which is not connected with anything incompatible 
with the Context should appertain to the Primary Sacrifice ; — that is to say, 
the accessories and details like those in question should appertain to the 
Primary Sacrifice -w'hy ? — because of the particular Context ; i.e. ‘ Context ’ 
belongs to the Primary Sacrifices, not to the subsidiaries, — and the details 
in question are connected with a particular Context, — ‘hence it follows that 
they must appertain to the Primary Sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, they should appertain to all ; because 

THE ‘ auxiliary CHARACTER ’ OF THINOS IS NOT DETERMINED 
BY ‘Context’. 

Bhdsya, 

The details in question should, in reality, be taken as appertaining to 
‘ all ’ — i.e. to the Primary as well as the Subsidiary ; as in this case the 


* The word * asathyuktam \ ‘not connected’, means that, even though ‘Syn- 
tactical Connection ’ indicates the connection of the ‘ offering -material ’ and the 
‘ grass ’, yet there is no connection with anything incompatible with the Context. 
That is to say, in the case in question, the terms ‘ offering-material ’ and ‘ grass * 
are quite capable of being taken in connection with the Context, and are not 
‘unconnected’ with it. — Tantravartika — Trans., p. 1590. 
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auxiliaxy character cannot be determined by ‘ Context ’ ; in fact, the 
character of the ‘ auxiliary ’ consists in being of use ; so that, that which is 
of me to anything is its ‘ auxiliary ’ ; — ^in the case in question, the details 
are of use to all the Primary and Subsidiary Sacrifices. — “ How do you know 
that ? We know it from the sentence—* Vedyam hammai dsdcUzyati ’ 
[‘ Keeps the offering-materials on the Altar’] ; here through this sentence— 
i.e. * Syntactical Connection ’ — we learn that this refers to all offering^ 
mcUerials ; and it is through * Context ’ that it would refer to that offering- 
material only which is used at the Primary Sacrifice. Under the circum- 
stances, * Syntactical Connection * being more authoritative than * Context , 
it follows that offering -materials in general are to be kept on the grass 
['on the altar \ ' vedyam \ would appear to be the reading demanded 
by what has gone before : but the two manuscripts also read rarhisi as 
in the printed text]. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Context is set aside by Syntactical Con- 
nection (and the details in question are not confined to the actions men- 
tioned in the Context), then the said details would become applicable to grass 
in ordinary use also [and will not be confined to grass used at sacrifices], 
— ‘ What is the harm if it be so ? ’—The objection to that is that the details 
would have to be performed everywhere (wherever there may be any grass 
at all) ! ” 

Answer — Certainly, the indication of the Context is duly honoured in 
that the details are taken as to be confined to the Darsha-Puri^masa 
Saerifices ordy ; so that they could not be performed in connection with 
things in ordinary use. 

Opponent — “ If that is so, then, inasmuch as the Subsidiary Sacrifices 
are not included under the connotation of the name * Darsha-Pilrnamasaf 
the details could not be performed at those subsidiaries.” 

Answer — Though it is true that the subsidiaries are not denoted by the 
term ' Darsha-Purna'mdisa\ yet they are of use at the Darsha-Purimmasa 
Sax^rifices ; so that the details performed in connection with the subsidiaries, 
would be of use to the Darsha-Purnamdsa Sacrifices. — For these reasons 
then, the details in question should be performed at the Primary Sacrifice 
{Darsha-Purtjmnaea) as well as its subsidiaries. 


StJTRA (3). 

[Objection] — “ In that case they should appertain to those 
OTHER sacrifices ALSO WHICH ABB IN CLOSE PROXIMITY [BEING 
ENJOINED IN TEXTS NOT FAR REMOVED FROM THE CONTEXT 
IN question].’’ 

Bhdsya, 

Objection — ** In that case, the details in question should be performed 
with grass used at the Pi -sacrifice also ; this sacrifice also is per- 
formed on chopped grass [and chopping is one of the details that we are con- 
sidering] ; and hence the grass is of use at tliis sacrifice also ; — consequently 
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this sacrifice (Pii^da-pitr-yajfUi) also should be connecfted with the details in 
question which have been enjoined in close proximity to it (though not 
under the same Context),** 

SUTRA (4). 

[Answer] — That cannot be ; as the sentence laying down the 

DETAILS IN QUESTION IS APPURTENANT TO THE 

Darsha-PO rnam a SA. 

Bhdsya, 

The grass used at the Pin^pitryajna could not take in the details in 
question ; as there is a single sentence dealing with the Darsha-PurrumM^ 
along with the details ; hence it follows that the details are of use at the 
Darsha-Purmirnasa what is of use at the Darsfui^Purfuinidsa can 

find place in those sacrifices only, not at any other sacrifice ; consequently 
these details could not appertain to the PindapitryajfUi, 

SUTRA (5). 

Also because we find indicatives. 


There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion — ‘ Sa vai dhruvd- 
m^vdgre^bhigJmrayatiy tato hi prcUhamdvdjyabhugau yak^an hhavcUi * — ^where 
it is shown that the ‘ ahhighdrarui ’ {Pouring) is for the purpose of the 
first two ‘ Ajyahhdga^ofievm^ \ 

[The text quoted shows that the ‘ Pouring ’ enjoined in the text 
‘The butter left after the performance of the Praydja he pours over 
the offering-materials’ is connected with the Primary as well as its sub- 
sidiaries ; as thus alone would there be any justification for the order of 
sequence laid down in the text quoted, which means that ‘ the first pouring 
should be done over the vessel *, — ^why ? — ‘because out of that he is 

just going to offer the two J^yodM^ro-sacrifices ’ ; — this reason could have some 
sense only if ‘ pouring ’ were meant to be done also to the offering-material 
used at the 4;V«^/idsfa-sacrifice (subsidiary); — otherwise the ‘pouring* would 
be done over the Dhruvd only for purposes of the Updmshuydja (primary) 
only; and in that case, as there would be no subsequent ‘pouring’, 
there would be no sense in the reason given — ‘ because he is going to 
offer the Ajyabhdga-sa.cnfice ’ ; — from all this it follows that the details in 
question appertain to the Primary as well as its subsidiaries. — TarUrav&rtika.] 



Adhikarai^a (2) : The ‘ Embellishments ’ {Smhskdras) of 
the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice ’ (Sacrificer) appertain 
to the ‘ Primary ’ Sacrifice. 

SOTRA (6). 

What is laid down in connection with the ‘ Master ’ should, 
IN reality, appertain to the Primary Sacrifice ; as 
he is related to the result. 

Bhdsi/a. 

In connection with the Jyoti^t07r)n^ there are certain ‘ embellishments * 
laid down, — such as shaving of the head and bc‘ard, keeping of the ‘ Payo* 
vratas ’ and certain other austerities. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do thos(^ appertain to 
the Prirnary and the Subsidiaries ? Or to the Primary only ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “they appertain to the Primary as well 
as the Subsidiaries, — in accordance with the principle of the foregoing 
Adhxkaraupa 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — These embellishments hax^e beeid laid down 
in connection with (i.e. for) the ‘ Master ’ (i.e. the Sacrificer), — consequently 
they should appertain to the Primary Sacrifice, — Why ? — Because he is 
related to the result ; that is, the t*elation of the Sacrificer with the Sacrifice 
is this that the Sacrifice (jives (supplies) the transcendental result, and the 
Sacrificer obtains it. — Objection — -“But there is the other relation also 
between the two — the Sacrifice is so^nethimj to he accomj)lished (performed), 
and the Sacrificer is one who accomplishes (performs) it.” — [That may be so, 
but] as a matter of fact, w^en a person is spoken of (in connection ^itli the 
injunction of a Sacrifice), it is only for the purpose of indicating to whom 
the result (of the Sacrifice) would accrue. He does not hrimj about the 
Sacrifice ; the Sacrifice itself becomes related to being (existence). — “ Why, 
then, should the result (of the Sacrifice) accrue to the person who performs 
it ? ” — -The embellishments are spoken of as ‘ embellishing ’ ; so that what 
they do is to bring about, in the person ‘embellished ’, the capacity to accom- 
plish his purpose ; — now the ‘ purpose ’ of the person is to obtain the result, 
— not (merely) to accomplish the Sacrifice. Thus then, those embellishments 
that pertain to the person render the person capable of obtaining the result^ — 
not capable of accomplishing the Sacrifice. — Says the Opponent : — “ If they 
do not bring about the capacity to accomplish the Sacrifice, — how then 
can they be regarded as accessories of the Sacrifice ? ” — Our answer to this 
is that they are so regarded because they render assistance to the Sacrifice 
in accomplishing its own purpose.— “What is the purpose of the Sacrifice ? ” 
— It is that the performer should obtain the result. — From all this it follows 
that the embellishments of the Sacrificer appertain to the Primary Sacrifice 
only. 
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[As a matter of fact, it is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, not that of the 
Subsidiaries that accrues to the Sacrificer ; because the Subsidiaries only serve 
the purpose of helping the Primary in bringing about its result, and they do not 
themselves bring about any residt accruing directly 'to the Sacrificer. — Tantra- 



Adhikarai^ta (3): Accessories like the ^ Saumika-Vedi^ 
appertain to the Primary^ as well as to the Subsidiaries. 

SOTRA (7). 

*[PtJRVAPAK§A] — “ Because of the mention of the ‘ desire to do * 
[the accessory in question should be taken as 

APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY ONLY].’* 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J yotistoma. we read — ‘ ^aUTifhshatprakrama 
prdchl, chaturvimsh^Uiragrena, trimshat jaghaiMna — iyati shakaydmah^ * 
(see Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 4. 5) [‘ Thirty-six steps towards the east, twenty -four 
on the front, and thirty at the back ; in a court-yard of this size we can 
work’]. — [This court-yard is called the Saumika-VMi, ‘the Court-yard of 
the Soma-sacrifice comprising the entire area covered by the Sadast 
Assembly Room, the Hamrdhdna, and the other places needed for the 
Sacrifice.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this ‘ Court -yard * 
appertain to the Primary and the Subsidiaries ? — Or to the Primary only ? 

The PurvapakM view is as follows — “ Because of the mention of the 

* desire to do it sJumld he taken as appertaining to the Primary, — ‘ Where is 
the desire to do (spoken of) ? ’ — It is spoken of in the phase ‘ in this court- 
yard we can work ’ ; the assertion that ‘ in this court -yard we can work * 
is said in regard to what is desired to he done ; — ^and what is desired to he 
dons is the Primary Sacrifice, not its subsidiaries ; because what brings about 
the desired result is the Primary, not its subsidiaries. — An Opponent says — 

* If the subsidiaries are not desired to he done, why then are they done at all ? ’ 
— Our answer to this is that even though not desired to be done, they are 
done ; that is to say, even though they themselves are not desired to be 
done, yet, what happens is that through these subsidiaries, which themselves 
are not desired to be done, something else is desired to be done ; — and it is 
thus that those subsidiaries also come to be performed. — ^The Court -yard 
thus miist appertain to what is desired to he done ; and hence it must apper- 
tain to the Primary Sacrifice.” 

This Purvapak^a remains unanswered for the present. 

[The answer, representing the Siddhdnta is stated later on, under Su. 9. — 
The reason for this postponement of the statement of the Siddhdnta appears 
to lie in the fact that the statement of the PUrvapak^a of the next 
Adhikarav}a, set forth in Su. 8, is analogous to that of the present Adhi- 
karaiyx set forth in Su. 7 ; and therefore the SHtra-k&ra has set forth the two 
Purvapak^ in the two consecutive Sutras 7 and 8, and then set forth the 
two corresponding Siddhdntas also in the two consecutive Sutras 9 and 10.] 
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Adhikaraij A (4) : ^ Touching ’ appertains to the Primary 

and the Subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PORVAPAK^A] — “ So ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE NAME [THE ACCESSORY 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY].” 

Bhd^ya, 

There are the two Daraha-Puriyimdaa sacrifices, in connection with 
which we read — ‘ Chaturhotrd paurtiama^imahhimrshet, panchahotrd amd- 
vdaydydm ’ [‘At the Purimmaal, he should touch the substance with the 
Chaturhotd-mantra (Mai. Sam. 1. 9. 1), and at the Amdvdayd he should touch 
the substance with the Panchahotd -mantra ’ (Ibid.)]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does the ‘ Touching * 
heroin laid down appertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries ? — Or 
to the Primary only ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ it appertains to the Primary ; — the two 
terms ‘ paurnamdal ’ and ‘ amdvdayd ’ are names of the two Primary Sacri- 
fices ; hence the ‘ Touching * must appertain to the Primary Sacrifices only”. 


SUTRA (9). 

[SiDDHANTA OF AdHIKARANA (3)] — In FACT THE RESULT IS DECLARED 

TO FOLLOW FROM THE PRIMARY ALONG WITH THE SUBSIDIARIES ; 

THE ‘ DESIRE. TO DO ’ ALSO SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
PERTAINING TO BOTH. 

Bhdsya. 

This is the (Siddhdnta) answer to the Purvapak§a (Su. 7) that was 
left unanswered. 

It lias been argued that — “ what is ‘ desired to be done is the Pri- 
mary, not the subsidiaries, and hence the ‘ court-yard ’ must appertain 
to the Primary — ^This however is not right ; because ‘ the Remit haa been 
declared to follow from the Primary along with the anbaidiariea ’ ; i.e. as a 
matter of fact, what we learn from the Veda is that the Result follows 
from the Primary along with its subsidiaries ; hence what is ‘ desired 
to be done * must be the Primary along with its subsidiaries. Even though 
the subsidiaries (by themselves) may not be ‘ desired to be done yet there 
is no doubt that they have to be performed in the ‘ Court-yeurd ’ ; as other- 
wise the Primary with its subsidiaries would not have been performed in 
the ‘ Court-yard *. 
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SUTRA (10). 

[SlDDHANTA OF AdHIKARANA (4)J — INASMUCH AS WHAT IS LAID DOWN 
IS AN ACCESSORY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAID 
DOWN FOR ALL. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that — “ inasmuch as the terms ‘ paurnanuisi ’ 
and ‘ atndvasyd ’ are names of sacrifices, the Touching should be taken as 
to be done to the offering-materials used at the Primary Sacrifice only 
— This is not riglxt ; because there should be Touching of the offering-mate - 
rials to be used at the Subsidiary Sacrifices also. — Why ? — Because what is 
laid down is an accessory ; i.(\ in fact, when Touching is laid down, it is as 
an accessory. — ‘ What is that wliich lays it down ? ’ — It is the statement 
which declares that Touching is an accessory. — Then again, what the two 
words ' paurrmyndslm ’ and ‘ anmvdsydm ’ — ending with the Accusative 
ending — express is that ‘ the Touching should bo done for the sake of 
the PaurmiYrmsi sacrifice ’ and that ‘ the Touching should be done for the 
sake of the Auiavdsyd sacrifice ’ ; consecpiently the Touching should b(^ done 
in comiection with every one of those acts where, being done, it would help 
the Paurnanidsl or the Amdvdsyd sacrifice ; — and as a matter of fact, the 
Touching would help these two sacrifices whenever it is done in connection 
with any action that may bo related, either directly or indirectly, to the 
Paurimtndsl or Amdvdsyd sacrifice. — From all this it follows that the Touching 
should be done to the offering-materials used at the Primary as well as the 
subsidiary sacrifices. 



Adhikarai^a (6) : The ‘ Initiation ’ and the * Sacrificial 
Fee ’ appertain to the Primary Sacrifice. 

8UTRA (11). 

The ‘ Initiation ’ and the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ should be taken as 

APPERTAININd TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE, — SUCH 
BEING THE DIRECT ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotlatoma^ ‘ Initiations ’ are mentioned — 
' Tisro dlkaah" (‘There are three ; — the ‘Sacrificial Fee’ also 

is mentioned — ^ Tasya dvddashashatam dakaind' [‘At it 112 forms the 
Sacrificial Fee 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do the Initiation and the 
Sacrificial Fee appertain to the Primary and the Subsidiaries ? Or to the 
Primary only ? 

The Pdrvapaksa view is that^ — “ as the men engaged in the sacrifice 
are related to the Primary as w^oll as the Subsidiaries, the Initiation and the 
Sacrificial Fee also should appertain to the Primary as well as the 
Subsidiaries 

The Siddhdnta view however is as follows: — The Initiation and the 
Sacrificial Fee should be taken as appertaining to the Primary ; — why ? — 
because of Direct Assertion ;’we find Direct Assertions to the effect, such as 
‘ Dlkadh somasya, dakalndh scnnasya ’ [‘ The Initiations pertain to the Soma- 
sacrifice, the Sacrificial Fees pertain to the Soma-sacrifice ’] ; and no 
burden is too heavy for Direct Assertion ; [i.e. when there are Direct Asser- 
tions ill the Veda to the effect that the accessories in question a])pertain to 
the Primary Sacrifice, no other arguments to the contrary can have any 
force]. — Thus it is that, on account of the Direct Assertions to that effect, 
the Initiation and the Sacrificial Fee must be taken as appertaining to the 
Sorna-sacrifice (Primary). 


SUTRA (12). 

Also, because we find texts indicative of the absence (of 
Initiation and Fee, at the subsidiaries). 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text which actually indicates the absence of the Initiations 
at the Subsidiaries. — How so ? — There is the text — ‘ Adhvaryo yat paahund 
aydkalh atha kd aaya diked ; yat aa^-hotdram juhoti sd asya diked ’ [‘O Adhvaryu, 
when you performed the Nirudha-Paahu-Ydga, w’hat was the Initiation 
at it ? — The Initiation at it consisted of the offering of the J^aif-hotr oblation *] ; 
— ^which shows that there is no Initiation at the Nirudhapaahu-Ydga {which 
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a subsidiary) ; [since it is declared that the purpose of the * Initiation ’ 
served by a certain oblation, — which means that there is no real Initiation 
at it]. — ^From this it follows that there is no Initiation or Sacrificial Fee at 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices. [Read * fidngdndm ’ as in several manuscripts.] 



Adhikabai^'A (6) : The ‘ Altar ’ is not an accessory of the 
Sacrificial Post. 

StJTRA (13). 

[PCkvapakija] — “ For the same reason, the Altar is an 

ACCESSORY OE THE SaCRIEICIAL PoST.” 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyoti§toma sacrifice, one of the animals killed is the Agnlaomiya, 
spoken of in the text ‘ Yo dik^ito yadagnxaormyam pcishumdlahheta * [‘ Being 
initiated, one kills the Agnlaomlya animal*] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6); in 
connection with this there is a post (to which the animal is tied) ; in reference 
to this Post, there is the text — ‘ Vajro vai yupah ; yadantarvMiminuydt 
^annirdahety yad vahirvedi arwAxirvdddmh sydt ; ardhamantarvMi minoti ardham 
vahirvMiy avaruddho bhavatiy na nirdahati ’ [‘ The Post is thunderbolt ; 
if one were to measure (or, plant) it inside the altar, it would bum him ; 
il he were to measure it outside the altar, it would not be firmly fixed ; 
therefore he should measure half of it inside the altar and half outside ; so 
that it may be firmly fixed and also not destroy him *]. 

[In order to ascertain the size of the hole in which the Post would be fixed, it 
is necessary to measure the post ; the text speaks of the measuring as to be done 
half inside the altar and half outside.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — When it is said that the 
measuring is to be done ‘ inside the altar *, is it the altar laid down as an 
accessory of the Post ? Or is the phrase ‘ half inside the altar and half 
outside the altar ’ meant only to indicate the exact spot (the middle 
point), where the Post is to be measured ? 

Question — “ In what way would the altar be regarded as an accessory 
of the Post ? And in what way could the words be taken as indicative of 
the exact spot ? ” 

Answer — If the words were intended to lay down the connection of the 
‘ half ’ of the Post and the ‘ inside ’ of the Altar, — i.e. to convey the idea 
that ‘ the Post should be connected with the Altar in this manner *, — then 
the Altar would be an accessory of the Post. On the other hand, if the 
meaning intended were that ‘ the exact spot for measuring the Post should 
be that on being placed where, half of the Post should lie inside the altar 
and half outside *, — then the words would be taken as indicating the exact 
spot. 

The Purmpak§a view on this question is as follows : — “ For the same 
reasoHy the AUar is an accessory of the Post ; that is, just as the Initiations 
and the Sacrificial Fee are accessories of the Primary Sacrifice, — similarly, 
when the Post has to be measured, at the time of measuring half of it should 
be inside the altAr [so that clearly 'the aUar becomes an accessory of the 
Altar]. — In this interpretation, the direct connotation of the term ‘ v%di * 
40 
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(‘altar’) is followed, whereas, in the other case, the term ‘altar’ would 
be taken as indirectly indicating the spot ; and as between Direct Denotation 
and Indirect Indication, if there is a doubt as to which should be accepted, 
it is Direct Denotation that should be accepted as the more logical of the 
two. For this reason, the Altar should be regarded as laid down as an 
accessory of the Post.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it is only the spot that should be taken 
AS indicated by the word (‘ INSIDE THE ALTAR ') ; AS IT 
OCCURS IN THE SAME SENTENCE WITH WHAT (ACCORD- 
ING TO THE PORYAPAKSA) IS NOT ENJOINED. 


In reality, the term ‘ ’ (‘altar’) indicates only the spot, and it 

does not lay down the altar as an accessory of the Post — why ? — because 
it occurs in the same sentence with what is not enjoined. That is to say, the 
words " Ardhamantarvedi rninoti ardham vahirvedi ' (‘He measures it half 
inside the altar and half outside ’) are clearly perceived as forming one 
sentence (one syntactical unit) ; now if they are taken as indicating 
the spot (i.e. the spot where the inside and the outside of the altar meet, — 
the spot, that is, on being placed where half of the post lies inside the altar 
and half outside), — then the whole forms part of what is enjoined [both the 
inside and outside being taken as helping to indicate the exact spot] ; — 
on the other hand, if the altar be taken as enjoined (by the phrase ‘ inside 
the altar ’ ) as an accessory of the Post, — then, in that case, the ‘ outside 
the altar ’ would be something that is not enjoined ; the fact of the altar 
being an accessory of the Post having been laid down by the mention of the 
‘ if^ide of the altar the mention of the ‘ outside of the altar ’ would serve 
C^useful purpose at all. — Says the Opponent : — “ The words ‘ outside 
the altar ’ also would serve the purpose of laying down the outside also 
as an accessory of the Post — But in that case there would be a syntactical 
split. — Hence we conclude that if the altar were taken as laid dowm as an 
accessory of the Post, then the words ‘ outside the altar ’ should not 
there at all. On the other hand, if the words are taken as indicating a 
spot, then as what is indicated is a particular spot, the presence of the words 
‘ outside the altar ’ becomes necessary ; for if these words were not there 
(and there w^ere only the words ‘inside the altar’), then it would follow 
that the Post may be placed on anv spot inside the altar. When, however, 
the w^ords ‘ outside the altar ’ are also there, then the exact spot meant 
to be indicated becomes indicated as that on which, if the Post is placed 
at the time of measuring, half of it lies inside the altar and half outside the 
altar. And as this exact spot could not be indicated without the words 
‘ outside the altar ’, it is necessary that these words should be there. — 
From all this it follows that the words should be taken as indicating a parti- 
cular spot. 



Adhikarai^a (7) : The ‘ Havirdhdna ’ Cart is not an acces- 
sory of the ‘ Sdmidhenl ’ verses. 

SUTRA (15). 

[POrvapak§a] — “ Inasmuch as the expression ‘ SamidhenIstada- 
nvIhOh ’ [‘ They recite the SamidhEnI verses near it ’], 

SPEAKS OF the ‘ HaVIRDHANA ’ CARTS, THESE (CARTS) 

ARE ACCESSORIES OP THE SAMIDHEnI VERSES.’" 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma we reewi — ‘ Uta yat aunvanti admi- 
dheniatadanvdhuh ’ They recite the Sdmidhenl verses near that one of the 
two Havirdhdna carts by which they extract the Soma -juice *] ; this means 
that * one should associate with the Sdmidhenl verses that one of the two 
Havirdhdna carts near which they extract the Soma-juice *. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^In this text, is the Havir- 
dhdna cart enjoined as an accessory of the Sdmidhenl verses, — the sense 
being that * the Sdmidhenl verses should be recited as associated with the 
Havirdhdrva cart ’ ? Or does the mention of the Havirdhdna cart only 
indicate the place for the reciting of the Sdmidhenl verses ? 

On this, the Purvapak^a view is as follows : — “ The Havirdhdna is 
enjoined here as an accessory of the Sdmidhenl verses, — the sense being 
that ‘ one should associate with the Sdmidhenl verses that cart near which 
they extract the Soma- juice * ; thus, on account of the direct assertion 
that ‘ the Sdmidhenl verses should be recited as associated with the Havir- 
dhdna ’, this direct aaaertion becomes honoiured only if the Havirdhdna 
cart is regarded as an accessory of the Sdmidhenl verses ; if it were not so 
[i.e. if it were not so regarded], then it would have to be taken as indirectly 
indicating the place ; [and Direct Aaaertion is more authoritative than 
Indirect Indication], — From all this, it follows that the Havirdhdna cart 
is an accessory of the Sdmidhenl verses.’* 

SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — It is the place only (that should be taken as 
INDICATED BY THE TEXT) ; AS THE CaRT IS ACTUALLY PER- 
CEIVED TO SERVE THE PURPOSES OF THE SOMA. 

Bhd^ya, 

The purpose served by the text under consideration is the indicating 
of the exact spot ; the sense being that * the Sdmidhenla should be recited 
on the spot where they extract the Soma-juice * ; [as regards the Havirdhdna 
Cart] it ia actually perceived to aerve the purpoaea of the Soma ; as a matter of 
fact, it is laid down that ‘ one should keep the Soma in the Havirdhdna 
Cart to the south *, which shows that the Cart is to be got there for the pur- 
pose of keeping the Soma, As for the Samidhini verses, they also have to 
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be introduced for the purpose of ‘ kindling the Fire — Now all that the text 
under consideration says is that — ‘ For the purpose of kindling the Fire, 
the Sdmidhlnl verses should be introduced as associated with that Havir- 
dhdna Cart near which they extract the Soma- juice ’ ; and from this we learn 
nothing as to whether the SdmidMnl verses, on being associated with the 
Havirdhdna Cart, confer any benefit upon the latter, — or the Havirdhdna 
confers a benefit upon the Samidhenls, — What we say is that the Sdmidhenl 
verses do not confer any benefit upon the Havirdhdna Cart. What the text 
under consideration enjoins is, not that ‘ the Sdmidhenl verses should be 
recited *, but that they are to be associated with a particular Havirdhdna, 
Then again, nothing that is not actually enjoined as such can be an accessory 
to anything (at a sacrificial performance) ; — there is no such injunction as 
that ‘ the Havirdhdna should be brought in for the purpose of being 
associated with the Sdmidhenl verses — “ What then is it that is asserted 
in the text under consideration ? ” — What is asserted is the association 
of the Sdmidhenl verses with a particular Havirdhdna Cart ; so that all that 
is enjoined is some sort of connection (of the Sdmidhenl verses) with the 
Havirdhdna Cart ; — as for the Havirdhdna Cart, it has nowhere been laid down 
as having any connection with the Sdmidhenl verses ; for this reason the 
text under consideration could not be taken as reiterating (or referring to) 
that connection (of the Havirdhdna Cart). — “ With what then is the Havir- 
dhdna Cart connected ? — As a matter of fact, it is actually perceived to serve 
the purpose of the Soma, and we do not perceive any purpose served by the 
cart for the Sdmidhenl verses. — It is the place with which the Sdmidhenl 
verses are connected (by virtue of the text under consideration) ; we find 
that the place where the Hotr-priest (who is to recite the Sdmidhenl verses) 
is ‘ on the other side of the Altar * ; now this place ‘ on the other side of the 
Altar ’ may be close either to the southern or to the northern Havirdhdna 
; hence it becomes necessary to specify (as that text does) the place 
mear that Havirdhdna Cart where they extract the Soma-juice ’ [as that 
where the Sdmidhenl verses have to be recited]. — From all this it follows that 
when the text under consideration speaks of the Havirdhdna Cart, it is for 
the purpose of indicating the place. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the text be construed to mean that 
‘ the Sdmidhenl verses are to be connected with that Havirdhdna Cart 
near which they extract the Soma- juice ’ ? ” 

That is not possible. As in that case, two connections would be the 
objects of injunction, viz. (1) connection with Havirdhdna in general, and 
(2) connection with a particular Havirdhdna ; and this would involve a 
syntactical split. Hence such a construction is not admissible. 

SUTRA (17). 

The Name also points to the same conclusion. 

Bhd§ya, 

The name also points to the same conclnsion that we have arrived at 
by means of reasonings, — i.e. that the Havirdhdna serves the purposes of 
(and hence is an accessory of) the Soma, 
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[The term ‘ kavirdhana ' literally means ‘ that which holds the offering- 
material, which is Soma ’ ; from which it is clear that the cart is an accessory 
of the Soma ; if the cart were an accessory of the SdmidhBnt verses, its name 
would have been* Sdmidh&nt-dhdna \—^Tantravdrtika.] 



Adhikabai^a (8) : The details of a sacrificial performance 
may he performed through the agency of other persons. 

SUTRA ( 18 ). 

[PObvapaksa (A)] — “ The result mentioned in the scriptures 

ACCRUES TO THE ACTUAL PERFORMER, AS IS CLEAR FROM 
THE SCRIPTURES THEMSELVES ; CONSEQUENTLY THE 
' SaCRIFICER ’ HIMSELF SHOULD CARRY ON THE 
ENTIRE PERFORMANCE.” 

BMsya. 

[We are now going to consider the cases of conflict between ‘ Name ’ on the 
one hand, and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ and the rest on the other ; — the main question 
to be determined being, in what way and how far such names as ‘ hotd ’ (Person), 
‘ havXram ’ (Action), serve the purpose of indicating the actual performers of actions. 
— But before taking up this question, a preliminary question has to be settled : 
It is only when there are several persons as performers of the actions occurring 
during the performance of a sacrifice, that there can be any question as to which 
person will perform which act. If all the actions were to be performed by the 
Sacrificer himself, then no such questions could arise, as there would be no room 
for any other performers. — Tantravdrtika.'] 

As instances to be considered here, we have the several sacrificial per- 
formances — (a) ‘Desiring heaven, one should offer the Agnihotra^ ; {b) 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; 
(c) ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Jyotiatoma *. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are all such sacrifices to 
be performed entirely by the ‘ Sacrificer ’ himself ? — Or is it the (Principal) 
Act of Dedication (and Appointment) alone that must bo done by the 
Sacrificer himself, and the rest of the details either by the Sacrificer or by 
others ? — Or the rest of the details must bo done by others ? 

On this question-, the Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows ; — “ The Sacri- 
ficer himself should carry on the entire performance, — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because, 
as a matter of fact, the result of an action accrues to a person only when 
he performs the act himself. — ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — It is clear 
from the scriptures themselves ; that is, the fact that the result of an action 
accrues to a person only when he performs the act himself is indicated 
by scriptural texts. — ‘ Which is that text ? ’ — It is the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven one should perform a sacrifice ’, — ^where the person desiring heaven 
is mentioned, the meaning of the text being that ‘ becoming the per- 
former of the sacrifice, one should attain Heaven ’ ; so that it is only when 
the man is the performer of the entire act, along with its subsidiaries, that 
he obtains the result. Hence it follows that the Sacrificer himself should 
carry on the entire performance.** 
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StJTRA (19). 

[PCrvapak^a (B)] — “ Inasmuch as ‘ Dedication ’ is the principal 

ACT, THAT MUST BE DONE BY THE ‘ SaCRIFICER ’ HIMSELF, HE 
BEING THE PRINCIPAL PERSON CONCERNED ; AS FOR THE 
OTHER ACTS, THEY MAY BE DONE EITHER BY 
THE SaCRIFICER HIMSELF OR BY 
ANOTHER PERSON.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ Among the acts (making up a sacrificial performance), predominance 
attaches to the act of ‘ Dedication — Why ? — Because, he who performs 
the ‘ dedication ’ performs the entire sacrifice. — How so ? — ‘ Dedication ’ 
consists in the appointment (of priests), the securing of their services on 
payment ; and when they have been ‘ won over ’ by this ‘ dedication they 
perform all the acts ; so that when a man has done the said ‘ dedication *, 
all the acts (done by the priests) are really done by that man himself. — From 
this it follows that the act of ‘ Dedication ’ is one that must be done by 
the Sacrificer himself, the other details may be performed either by the 
Sacrificer himself or by any other person.” 

SIJTRA (20). 

[SiddhantaJ — In reality, another person should [perform the 
details] ; BECAUSE THE ‘ SECURING OF PAID AGENTS ’ HAS BEEN 
actually ENJOINED, AND THIS IS NOT POSSIBLE IN 
THE CASE OF THE ' SACRIFICER ’ HIMSELF. 

Bhdsya, 

Of the rest of the details, another person should be the performer ; — 
why ? — because the ‘ securing of paid agents ’ has been actually enjoined ; 
from among the various methods of securing the services of men, the one 
method specified by the scriptures is ‘ payment for services ’ ; from which 
it follows that all the details are to be performed by persons whose services 
have been secured by ‘ payment for services ’ ; — and any such ‘ payment 
for services ’ would be impossible in the case of the Sacrificer (who could 
not make a payment to himself) ; — so that, if he liimself were to perform any 
of the details, that would have been performed by one whose services had 
not been secured by ‘ payment ’ ; and to that extent the injunction of 
securing ‘ paid agents ’ would have to be regarded either as futile or as serving 
only some transcendental piupose. — From all this it follows that all the 
other sacrificial details (with the sole exception of ‘ Dedication ’ ) should 
be performed by other persona engaged a« ‘ paid agents ’ : but the ‘ Dedica- 
tion ’ should be done by the Sacrificer himself, and in this way all the rest 
also become performed by himself. 



ADHiKARAisrA (9) : The 'number of Priests engaged at a 
Sacrifice is limited. 

SUTRA (21). 

[PCTBVAPAK^A] — “ As REGARDS THE PRIESTS TO BE ENGAGED, THEIR 

NUMBER WOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS 
OF EACH SACRIFICE ; HENCE THEBE CAN BE NO RESTRICTION 
REGARDING THEIR NUMBER ; SPECIALLY AS THERE IS 
NO SPECIFICATION (iN THE SCRIPTURES) 

REGARDING IT.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ In regard to the actions to be done by the priests that have been 
engaged, there can be no limitation regarding their number ; — why ? — 
becatise there is no specification ; i.e. in regard to the number of persons 
officiating at sacrifices, we do not find any specification anywhere in the 
scriptures ; in fact their number would be determined by the requirements 
of each sacrifice; i.e. the sacrificer should engage as many priests as may 
be able to perform all the details of the prescribed procedure.” 

SCTRA (22). 

[SiddhInta] — In beauty, the priests should be engaged in 

ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR NAMES ; AS IT IS UNDER THESE NAMES 
THAT THEIR RESPECTIVE DUTIES HAVE BEEN SEVERALLY 
ASSIGNED* IN THE VeDA. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the number of priests engaged should be as many as the duties 
that have been laid down as to be performed by the several performers 
named in the Veda. The texts naming such performers (priests) are the 
following: — ‘ (1) First of all, the Adhvaryu-pTiest does the distribution; — 
(2) the Pratiprasthdtr ‘priest offers the Manthin-offering ; — (3) the Nestr- 
priest brings up the sacrificer’s wife ; — (4) the Unhetr-priest fills the 
cups ; — again, (5) the Prastotr-priest introduces the chant ; — (6) the 
Udgdtr-priest does the chanting; — (7) the Pratihartr ^priest sings the 
Pratihdra chant ; — (8) the Snbrahmanya-priest recites the Svbrahmanyd 
Mantra] — (9) the fiTo^r-priest recites the Prdtaranuvdka hymn; — (10) the 
Maitrdvaruiia-pTieat gives directions and recites the Puronuvdkyd ; — 
(11) the AchchJmvdka-prm^t recites the Ydjyd; — (12) the Ordvastut-prie^t 
recites the Qrdvastotnya mantra \ — ^In accordance with this, there is need 
for just so many priests ; hence for the performance of the duties assigned to 
each of them, these must be engaged. Apart from the acts herein 
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enumerated, there is none other that is to be performed ; even though there 
may be some not mentioned in the above texts, yet they would be only 
such as would be already indicated by the names of the Priests — [e.g. the 
aetual pouring of the oblations into Fire, i.e. Homa^ is to be done by the 
-priest]. — From this it follows that only these Priests — twelve in number 
— are to be engaged. 


SUTRA (23). 

[Objection] — “ As one and the same person may have several 
DUTIES [the enumeration OF DUTIES CANNOT DETERMINE 
THE EXACT NUMBER OF PRIESTS TO BE ENGAGED] ”, — 

IF THIS BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
IN THE FOLLOWING SOTRA]. 


“ If it is asserted that only so many priests should be engaged (as have 
been mentioned in the texts quoted above), — that cannot be right ; because 
as regards the names of priests mentioned in the text, — what happens is 
that when a priest makes up his mind to perform a certain function he 
receives the priestly title with which that function is associated ; .so that it 
is possible for a single person to perform several functions and thereby 
become entitled to several priestly titles. Thus then (the enumeration 
of the priestly titles and the priestly functions not affording the basis for 
determining the exact number of Priests to be engaged) there can be no 
restriction regarding their number.” 


SUTRA (24). 

[Answer] — That is not possible ; because it is in the originative 

INJUNCTION (of the PRIESTS, THAT THEIR DISTINCT TITLES 
ARE MENTIONED). 

Bhdsya. 

What has been urged (regarding a single man performing several func- 
tions and thereby acquiring several titles) is not possible ; because in the 
very originative injunctions laying down the Priests to be employed, we 
find that each priest, while still being brought into existence [i.e. before he 
begins to function], is given a distinct title ; for instance, we read — ‘ He 
appoints the Brdhman’prieat ; he appoints the Hotr-priest ; he appoints the 
Udgatf-priest ; he appoints the Adhvaryu-priest ’ and so forth ; [whe^e each 
priest is given his title along with the appointment"] ; — ^from this it is clear 
that in the performance of the Sacrifice there is need for priests of this kind, 
and hence they must be engaged. And inasmuch as the necessity of en- 
gaging the priests is dictated by the requirements of the sacrifice, the pas- 
sage quoted is to be taken merely as describing the appointment of the 
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priests, not as an injunction (of engaging them)* ; — ^nor can it be taken as 
a mere reiteration, as there is no need for such reiteration. As a matter of 
fact, it is not necessary for the Veda to declare in so many words that ‘ so 
many priests should be appointed ’ ; as such a declaration would serve no 
useful purpose ; and yet the passages quoted are capable of indicating the 
particular number (of priests to be appointed) ; hence the text is to be taken 
as pointing out just that number (of priests) which it indicates. 

From all this it follows that sixteenf officiating Priests are to be appoint- 
ed. This is the number of priests required at the Soma-sacrifice (Jyotiatoma ) , 
as also at the Darska-Purnamdaa. 


* The Tantravartika (Trans., p. 1622) takes exception to this remark. It con- 
cludes that * the number is laid down, at the very outset, by the Injunction of the 
appointments themselves ’. 

t These sixteen Priests are the following : — (1) Adhvaryu — who does everything 
that is laid down in the Yajurveda ; he has the following three assistants, (2) 
Pratiprasthatr, (3) NSstr, and (4) UnnBtr; — (6) Brahtnan — who supervises the per- 
formance of all the details connected with all the three Vedas ; — he has the following 
three assistants — (6) Brahmandchchhamsin, (7) Agnit, and (8) Potr; — (9) Udgatf 
— who does all the Soma-singing ; he has the following three assistants — 
(10) PrastotTy (11) Pratihartfy and (12) Subrahmanya \ — (13) Hotr — ^who does the 
Shamsana <(reciting of hymns) ; he has the following three assistants — (14) Maitrd- 
varxii(]M, (16) Achchhavaka, and (16) Ornvnstut . — These are the sixteen Priests to be 
‘ appointed * by the * Sacrificer *, who forms the seventeenth ‘ priest \ — See below 
Sutras 3* 7. 33 to 3. 7. 38. 



Adhikabaija (10): The * Chamasddhvaryus' {Cup-bearing 
Priests) are distinct from those mentioned in the 
preceding Adhikararm. 

SUTRA (25). 

The ‘ Chamasadhvaryus ’ [are different from the aforesaid 
Priests], as they are named after those. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotiatoma, there are employed priests called ‘ Chamasddhvaryu ’ 
as laid down in the text ‘ One should appoint the Chamasddhvaryus 

In regard to these, there arises the tpiestion — Are these Chamasddhvaryu 
Priests included among those mentioned in the foregoing Adhikarana ? Or 
are they different from them ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ the exact number of priests having 
been already described in the foregoing Adhikarana, the Chanutsddhvaryus 
must be included among those 

The Siddhdnta is that the Chamasddhvaryus should be different from 
those mentioned before ; — why ? — because they are named after those ; that 
is, these Chamasddhvaryus are found to be named after those enumerated 
in the foregoing Adhikarana, — in such texts as — ‘ The Chamasddhvaryus 
related to the priests working in the middle *, ‘ the Chamasddhvaryus related to 
the Hotrakas ’ [where it is clear that the Chamasddhvaryus are subordinate 
to, and hence different from, the other priests]. 

Objection — “Those same priests that have been mentioned before may 
also be Chamasddhvaryus 

That cannot be ; because they are mentioned along with those, — for instance, 
in the text ^ Madhyatahkdrindm charnaaddhvaryavah' [‘The Chamasddhvaryus 
related to the priests working in the middle] ; — the Genitive ending (in 
* madhyatahkdrindm') can be justified only if there is some relationship 
(between the Chamasddhvaryus and the other priests) ; and hence as they are 
found to be named after the other priests, it follows that they have for their 
master (they are subordinate to) those priests, not to the Sacrificer ; and 
what wo have declared to be the Siddhdnta is that the Chamasddhvaryus are 
different from those priests that have been appointed by (and are subordinate 
to) the Sacrificer ; and hence it follows that the priests for performing the 
functions of the Chamasddhvaryu are not to be appointed by the Sacrificer ; 
they are to be appointed by the (other) priests. 

Further the very originative injunction of the Chamasddhvaryus makes 
them entirely distinct ; it says — ‘ One should appoint the Chamasddhvaryus \ 



ADHiKARAisrA (11) : There should he several 
^ Ghamasddhvaryus \ 

SUTRA (26). 

Inasmuch as in their originative injunction, they are spoken 

OF AS ‘ SEVERAL ’ [THERE SHOULD BE SEVERAL 
Chamasa DHVARYUS] . 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the aforesaid Chamasddhvaryns^ there arises the question — 
Is there no restriction as to their number, — they may be one or two or several ? 
— Or must they be several ? 

The Purvapak^ view is that “ there is no restriction 

The SiddharUa is that they should be several ; — ^because in their origin- 
cUive injunction they are spoken of as several ; that is, in the injunction which 
lays down the engagement of these priests, we find the plural number used — 
‘ Chamasddhvaryavah ’ [‘ Chamasddhvaryus ’] ; hence it follows that there 
should be several ChanuisddhvaryiLs, 



ADHiKABAijrA (12) : The number of ‘ Chamasadhvaryvis ’ 
should he ‘ Ten ’ only. 

SUTRA (27). 

[The number of these priests] should be ‘ Ten because 

WE FIND INDICATIONS TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd»ya. 

At the Jyotiaioma there are priests called ‘ Chamaaddhvaryu *, and it 
has been explained that there should be several of these priests. Now there 
arises the question — How many are they to be ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “they should be three, on the strength 
of the plural number in the word speaking of these priests (in their origina- 
tive injunction) [according to Sutra 11. 1. 43)“. 

The Siddhdrvta is as follows : — The number of theae prieata ahould he 
‘ Ten became we find indicatUyna to that effect ; i.e. there should be Ten 
Ghamoaddhvaryua ; we find an indication to this effect in a text occurring 
in connection with the Dashapeya sacrifice, which is a ‘ modification * of the 
Jyotiapoma — ^ Dasha chamosadhvaryavo, daaha dosha ekaikam chamaaamanu- 
aarpanti, etasmdt Icdraiidt daahapeyo bhavati * [‘ There are ten Chamasddh- 
varyua ; ten men follow each cup ; that is why the sacrifice comes to be 
called Dashapeya, Dnmk-by-Ten ’] ; the declaration herein made clearly 
indicates that the number of Chamasddhvaryus should be ten ; if they were 
to be three only, then that would not be compatible with the text quoted ; 
beyond the number ‘ three ’ too, unless the number were precisely ‘ ten *, 
it would not be compatible with the text ; hence it follows that their number 
should be Ten only ; as the number of their masters (in the shape of the 
major priests) also is Ten, there could be no need for more Chanuiaadhvaryua ; 
for this reason also the exact number ‘ Ten * is accepted as the right one ; 
and when the number ‘ Ten ’ is admitted, every number lower than that 
becomes included. For this reason also the number of Chamaaddhvaryua 
should be Ten only. 



Adhikarai^ A ( 13) : The ‘ Shamitr ’ {Slaughterer of the 
Animal) is not distinct from the Major Priests. 

StJTRA (28). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ The Shamitr also [should be a distinct 
priest], because of the distinct name.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is a priest called ‘ Shamitr mentioned in the text — ‘ Shamitdram 
upanaylta ’ One should bring up the Shamitr ’]. 

In regard to this priest, there arises the question — Is this Shamitr only 
one of the priests already spoken of above {Adhvaryu and the rest) ? — Or 
is he distinct from them ? 

The view that appears to be most plausible is that he should be (me 
among those already described, as it is those alone that have been named 
in the text speaking of the appointment of priests. 

Against tliis however we have the following Purvapaksa view ; — “ The 
* Shamitr ’ a ould he a distinct priest, became of the distinct name ; as a matter 
of fact, we find a distinct name for this priest — the statement being to the 
affect that ‘ the priest bearing this name (Shamitr) should perform this 
work (of slaughtering the animal) ’ ; hence it follows that a priest of this name 
should be engaged. By reason of the mention of this additional priest, 
it also follows that there should be an increase in the number of priests 
mentioned behn'e. From all this it follows that the Shamitr -priest is 
distinct from the Adhvaryu and other priests. — Then again, w’e find the 
text — ‘ Klomd chordhvam vaikartanancha shamituh, tad hhrdhmandya dadydt 
yadyahrdhmanah sydt ’ [‘ The liver and the upper quarter belongs to the 
Shamitr Priest ; one should give it to a Brdhmana if he be a non-Brdhfnawi ’] 
{Ai. Bra. 7. 1); the possibility of the priest being a non-Brdhmana herein 
mentioned is not applicable to any Major Priest [as all Major Priests must 
be Brdhmanas]. [This also indicates that the Shamitr is distinct from the 
Major Priests.]” 

SUTRA (29). 

ISiddhanta] — In reality [he cannot be distinct from the others] ; 

BECAUSE OF THE ‘ CONTEXT AND ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION (SPEAKING OF HIS APPOINTMENT). 

Bhdsya. 

It is true that there appears to be an increase in the number of priests 
<by the mention of the Shamitr and his functions) ; but this does not pertain 
to the ‘ appointment ’ of the priests ; [i.e. there is no text speaking of the 
Shamitr as one of the priests to be ‘ appointed ’]. As regards the incongruity 
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involved (in the naming of the priest and the assigning of his functions, 
and yet not laying down his ‘appointment ’), — that can be explained on the 
basis of the fact that one of the Major Priests themselves would perform 
the said functions also (in addition to his own duties ; and also become 
entitled to the name ‘ Shamitr*). 

As regards the possibility of being a ‘ non-Brdhma^a ’ spoken of in the 
text quoted by the Purvapakain, — that refers to the Sacrificer (not to the 
JShamitr), — the meaning being that ‘ if the Sacrificer happen to be a non- 
Brdhmana [the liver, etc., of the animal should be given to a Brahmana] 

Says the Opponent — “ The words of the text ‘ if he happen to be a 
non-Brdhmana ’ clearly refer to the Skamitr priest, who has been spoken of 
in the preceding sentence.” 

Our answer to this is that the name ‘ Shamitr ’ is meant to be applied 
in its etymological sense of ‘ one who does the slaughtering ’ ; and as such 
it is applicable to the other priests also [anyone of them who does the 
‘ slaughtering ’ becomes the ‘ slaughterer’, ‘ Shamitr ’]. — Further, the functions 
of the Shamitr have been mentioned in the section dealing with the func- 
tions of the Adhvaryu ; from which it follows that those functions also are 
to be performed by the Adhvaryu ; so that, by reason of performing the 
function of ‘ slaughtering ’, the Adhvaryu himself becomes the Shamitr 
(slaughterer). — For these reasons we conclude that the possibility of being 
a non-Brdhmana must refer to the Sacrificer^ though he has not been spoken 
of in the sentence. 

[The Taniravdrtika remarks that, it is on account of the Priest performing 
9uch questionable acts as slaughtering that the * priestly functions ’ have come to 
be spoken of disparagingly.] 



Adhikabaija ( 14 ) : The ‘ Upaga' Priest is not distinct 
from the others. 

SUTRA (30). 

The Upaga Priests also [are not distinct], because we 

FIND INDICATIONS TO THAT EFFECT. 


At the Jyotistoma there are some priests called ‘ Upaga * ; in regard to 
these, the Pftrvapaksa view is that — “ because there is a distinct name, 
it means that these priests are in addition to the number of other priests, 
and hence they should be distinct from the Adhvaryu and the rest ”. 

The Siddhdnta is that they should be some among those same priests. — 
How so ? ’’—^Because all the priests to be engaged have been duly enu- 
merated in the originative injunction, and because the name ‘ Upaga ’ 

is meant to be applied in its etymological sense [of one who does the 

‘ Upagdna the supplementary singing]. — An indication of this we find 
in the text — ‘ Na adhvaryurupagdyet ’ [‘ The Adhvaryu should not do the 
supplementary singing ’ J ; if the Upaga priest were someone totally distinct 
from the Adhvaryu and the rest, then, there could be no such prohibition 

in regard to the Adhvaryu ; as in that case, there would be no possibility 

of the Adhvaryu doing the work [and no Vedic text prohibits Vhat is im- 
possible]. Thus then, inasmuch as the text prohibits the act for the 
Adhvaryu, we conclude that the Upaga is one out of those same priests 
{Adhvaryu and the rest) who have been spoken of in the originative 
injunction. 



ADHiKARAisrA ( 16 ) : The ^Smtia-^vemdor' is distinct from 

the Priests. 

StJTRA (31). 

The Vendor (oe Soma) is distinot (from the Priests) ; as 

THE ACT (of SELLINO) IS NOT ENJOINED. 


[At the Jyoti^poma] there is the man who sells Soma, 

In regard to him there arises the question — ^Is this Soma-vendor one out 
of the Adhvaryu and other priests ? Or is he distinot from them ? 

The Purvapak§a view is that — “ he must be one from among the priests ; 
as it is only these that have been described as priests officiating at a sacrifice 
The Siddhdnta is as follows ; — The vendor of Soma should he distinct from 
the priests ; as a matter of fact, the act enjoined as part of the performance 
is the buying of Soma, — ^not its selling ; the latter comes in only as implied 
in the action of buying . — ^The Adhvaryu and other priests are engaged for 
performing the details laid down in connection with the Jyoti§p<yma sacrifice ; 
— ^the act of selling is not among those laid down in connection with the 
Jyoti^toma ; — Whence [as this cu3t of selling could not be done by the Adhvaryu 
and other priests] it follows that the Soma-vendor is not one of these priests* 
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Aduikarainja (16) : All the men engaged in a sacrificial 
performance are not entitled to the title of 
^ Rtvik^ {Priest). 

SUTRA (32). 

[PtjRVAPAKSAj — “ Inasmuch as they take tart in the performance 
OF THE Sacrifice, they are all equally entitled to 
THE TITLE OF ‘ RtVIK ’ (PrIEST).” 

Bhdsya. 

The question that arises now is — Are all the persons mentioned in 
connection with the Jyotiatonia sacrifice to be regarded as ‘ Priests ’ ? — 
or only some of them ? 

The Purvapakm view is as follows : — “ All of them are to bo regarded 
as ‘ priests ’ ; — ^why ? — because they take part in the performance of the sacrifice ; 
as a matter of fact, all those men take part in the accomplishment 
of the sacrifice ; — i.e. all of them ‘ perform the sacrifice (yajanti) at the 
proper time (ftau) ’ ; — and those who ‘ perform the sacrifice at the proper 
time ’ (rtau yajanti) are ‘ Btviks ’ (Priests) [in the etymological sense of the 
term ‘ 'fivik *] ; — ^nor do we find any ground for any such differentiation 
among the men taking part in the performance as that ‘ these alone are 
jptviks b(»caus(' they perform the sacrifice in the proper time, and not those 
others Hence the title of ‘ priest ’ (Btvik) belongs to all of them equally. — 
It might be argued that there is an actual preclusion (of all but seventeen) 
mentioned in the text — ‘ Saumyasya adhvarasya yajnakratoh saptadasha 
ftvijah ’ [‘ At the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, there are seventeen 
priests *]. — Our answer to this is that Preclusion is beset with several objec- 
tions. The text quoted therefore has to be taken as a purely commendatory 
declaration.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, that cannot be ; because there 
IS Preclusion (of all except ‘ Seventeen ’). 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, all the persons engaged in the performance cannot be 
* Priests ’ ; — ^why ? — because there is Preclusion of all except seventeen ; — ^we 
have the text — * Saumyasya adhvarasya yajhakratoh saptadasha ftvijah ’ 
In the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, there are seventeen priests ’] ; — 
now this text cannot be an Injunction, as most of the seventeen have been 
already enjoined elsewhere ; — ^nor can it be a mere reiteration, as such a 
reiteration would be useless ; — ^under the circumstances, if it were not a 
Preclusion, then it would be wholly meaningless. 
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Objection — “ But Preclusion is open to the objection that it involves 

(1) the abandoning of the real meaning of the sentence, (2) the assumption 
of a different meaning, and (3) the rejecting of what has been already got at. 

A.nswer — (1) As regards the * abandoning of the real meaning , there is 
nothing wrong in this, as what is accepted also forms part of that meaning. 

(2) As regards the ‘assumption of a different meaning’, in that also 
there (!an be nothing wrong, as that meaning also is actually cognised. — 
“ How so ? ” — There being many persons engaged in the sacrificial perform- 
ances who might bo regarded as ‘Priests’, the text speaks of ^seventeen 
priests ’ ; this serves to indicate the connection of the title priest with 
seventeen persons only, not with the rest ; — so that the idea that we obtain 
is that the title of ‘ priest * being one to which several men might be regarded 
as* entitled, all but seventeen men are precluded. Then there arises the 
question — Does the text serve to establish the connection of the ‘ seventeen ’ 
persons with the title, or to preclude the other persons from connection 
with the title ? As a matter of fact, the connection of the seventeen persons 
being already known from other sources, the assertion of that same would 
be useless ; hence we conclude that the text is meant to preclude persons 
other than these ‘ seventeen 

Says the Opponent — “ Even if those besides the seventeen w^ere excluded 
(by the text quoted), there could bo no real exclusion of them. Because, 
even so, they do not cease to be those who ‘ perform the sacrifice at the 
proper time ’ (Hau yajanti) ; and so long as they ‘ perform the sacrifice at 
the proper time ’, they cannot cease to be ‘ ^fviks ’ (Priests).” 

Answer — -It is true that they do not cease to be entitled to the title 
of ‘ priest ’ merely on accoimt of the exclusion ; but, on the strength of the 
preclusive text, they cannot be employed in the work of a priest . What 
is the work of a priest ? ” — ^The Priests fast,— the Priests are ‘ appointed 
the Priests are given the Sacrificial Fee. 

Says the Opponent — “ How is it tliat some of those who are entitled 
to the title of ‘ priest ’ are not to be employed on the work of priests ? ” 

Answer — As a matter of fact, the title of ‘ priest ’ is of two kinds, one 
based upon the ‘ performance of sacrifice at the proper time ’, and another 
based upon ‘ appointment’ and ‘receiving support (in the shape of Fees) ’. 
— ^In the case under question, it would be futile to take that title which is 
based upon the ‘ performance of sacrifice ’; hence wo take that based upon 
‘ appointment ’ and ‘ receiving support.’ 

Opponent — “ In this way, there is a vicious circle ; those alone are to 
be ‘ appointed ’ who are ‘ priests ’, and those alone are ‘ priests ’ who are 
‘ appointed * ; — ^this certainly involves a vicious circle.''^ 

Answer — ^The injunction that ‘ one should appoint the priests ’ does not 
mean that ‘ those who are already priests should be appointed ’ ; what it 
means is that ‘ they are to become priests by being appointed ’ ; it is only 
when such is the meaning that the Accusative ending, in such texts as 
‘ Adhvaryum mnM * (* should appoint the Adhvaryu priest’) becomes justi- 
fiable, — and thus alone does the ‘ appointment * come to serve a per- 
ceptible purpose (of securing the ‘ priesthood ’ of the person concerned). 
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If someone were to ask — “ How can a man become an Adhvaryu merely 
by the wish of the person (appointing him) ? ” — ^we would say — ^yes, he does 
become so. — “ But how ? ” — Well, when the text lays down that ‘ such 
and such an entity is to be brought about under such and such a title * 
[e.g. ‘a person is to be brought up who bears the title of Priest — and 
it is found that no such entity with the said title is there, — the conclusion 
is that when it does not exist, it has to he brought into existence, if it is cap- 
able of being brought into existence ; e.g. when it is laid down that ‘ one 
should offer the oblation with the Jvhu\ — if the Jtthu is not there, it is 
brought into existence. Similarly in the case in question also, — ^when it is 
found necessary to connect the title ‘ Priest ’ with certain persons, — and 
it is open to the Sacrificer to connect any one without any restriction, — ^then 
it is that such texts as " Adhvaryum vfnUV serve to supply the restriction 
that ‘ the connection of the title should be brought about by appointment ’. — 
Thus there is no viciom circle at all. 

From all this it follows that the declaration that ‘ there are only 
seventeen priests ’ contains a preclusion ; so that there are only seventeen 
persons who are to be made ‘ priests ’ by means of the prescribed preparatory 
rites (such as Appointment and the like). 

StJTRA (34). 

[Objection] — The (preoltjsivb). text quoted may be taken only 

AS STATING ONE ALTERNATIVE — IF THIS IS URGED, [THEN 
OUR ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING SUTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

If the Opponent urge that — “ the text which speaks of seventeen priests 
may be taken as a commendatory declaration stating only one alternative 
view [the other view being that there are Twenty-seven priests — the seventeen 
major priests and the ten Ghmnasadhvaryus ; or that all persons engaged 
in the performance are ‘ priests ’, only that seventeen of these are superior 
to the rest] ”, — ^this has to be refuted [and this is done in the following 
Siltra]. 


StJTRA (36). 

That cannot be right ; as there is no mention at all 
OF ALL (the persons ENGAGED). 

BM§ya, 

What has been suggested cannot be right ; in the Context there is no 
mention at all of aU persona engaged m the performance, in reference to whom 
the preclusive text (speaking of "seventeen priests’) could be taken as a 
commendatory declaration (selecting for commendation seventeen men 
from among all those engaged in the performance). It is only when a 
higher number has been mentioned, that the mention of the low^ number 
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can be taken as commendatory ; as the ‘ twelve pans * having been men- 
tioned, when we find the assertion regarding ‘ eight pans we take the 
latter to be commendatory. In the case in question however, there is no 
mention of any higher number ; hence the preclusive text cannot be taken 
as a commendatory declaration. 



ADHiKARAiifA (17) : The ‘ seventeen Priests ’ are the 
‘ Brahman ’ and the rest, who are mentioned in the 
texts dealing with ‘ Initiation ’ and the 
‘ Sacrificial Fee 

SUTRA (36). 

In reality, there is restriction (of the title ‘ Priest ’), 

BASED TTPON TEXTS DEALING WITH THE ‘ SaORIFIOIAL FeES 

Bhdsya. 

It has been established that there are seventeen priests. — We now proceed 
to consider wliich are those seventeen. 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ there is no knowing [it cannot be 
determined which these seventeen are] 

The Siddhdnta is as follows — In reality , there is restriction of the title 
* priest \ based on the texts dealing ivith the Sacrificial Fees ; — the application 
of the title should be restricted on the basis of connection with the Sacrificial 
Fees ; — it is laid down that ‘ the Sacrificial Fee is to be paid to the Priests ’ ; 
and after having laid down this general injunction, a few particular persons 
— like the Brahman-priest — are specifically named in the texts laying down 
the order in which the Fee is to be paid to those engaged in the performance ; — 
such, for instance, as ‘ He gives it to the Agnlt, then to the Brahman, then 
to so and so’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 6. 10). From this it follows that those 
that are specifically named in these texts are the real ‘ Priests *, any 'others 
besides these cannot be called ‘ priests ’ ; — the title being restrictr ny the 
Sacrificial Fees. 


SUTRA (37). 

Also because the Initiation of these (Priests) alone has 

BEEN LAID DOWN AFTER THE DECLARATION THAT 
THEY ARE ‘ SaCRIFICERS 

Bhdsya. 

Having declared that ‘ Those that are Priests are sacrificers *, the Veda 
goes on to speak of the Initiation of the Brahman and the rest, in the text 
that lays down the order in which these are to be ‘ initiated * — viz. ‘ Having 
initiated (1) the Sacrificer, the Adhvaryu initiates (2) the Brahman, then 
(3) the Udgdtr, then (4) the Hotr ; then the Pratiprasthdtr initiates (5) the 
Adhva/ryu, and then the Halfers [those entitled to half the Fee], — ^viz. (6) 
the Brdhmaimchchhaihsin, who is assistant to the Brahman, — (7) the Prastotr, 
who is assistant to the Udgdtr, — and (8) the Maitrdvaruna, who is assistant 
to the Hotr ; — then the Nistr initiates the (9) Pratiprasthdtr, and then the 
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Thirders [those entitled to one-tliird of the Fee], — viz. (10) the Agnldh, who 
is assistant to the Brahman^ — (11) the Pratiharl/r, who is assistant to the 
Udgdtr, — and (12) the Achchhdvdka, who is assistant to the Hotr ; — ^then the 
Unnetr initiates (13) the Nestr^ and then the Fourthers [those entitled to 
one -fourth of the Fee] — viz. (14) the Potr, who is assistant to the Brahman , — 
(15) the Stibrdhmari,yay who is assistant to the Udgdtr, — and (16) the 
Ordraatutj who is assistant to the Hotr; — ^then (17) the Unnetr is initiated 
by some other Brahmana, or by a Religious Student deputed for that 
purpose by his Teacher. — ^Now all these Initiations are ‘ embellishments * 
for the Sacriflcers, From this also it follows that the seventeen persons 
entitled to be called ‘ Priests ’ are the Brahman and the rest mentioned 
here. 



Adhikarai^a ( 18 ) : The * Master ’ forms the ‘ Seventeenth ^ 

of the Priests. 

SUTRA (38). 

The Master of the House is to be regarded as the Seventeenth 
‘ Priest on the basis of the similarity of functions. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been stated above that there are ‘ seventeen Priests and that 
these are the Brahman and the rest. 

Now there arises the question — [As the text enumerating the Initiations 
has named only sixteen persons] — Who is the seventeenth ? Is it some member 
of the Assembly ? Or the Master of the House (the Sacrificer) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Some member of the Assembly 
should be the seventeenth ; as it is only such a person who would be a worker 
(a servant), the other is the Master, — and it is only a worker that can be 
engaged on payment ; the Priests are all engaged on payment ; — hence it 
follows that the seventeenth ‘ Priest ’ should be some member of the 
Assembly. Further, there are texts speaking of the ^ sadasya' (member 
of the Assembly), of a ‘ Cup ’ belonging to him, as also his ‘ appointment ’ ; 
— and it is a Priest that is to be ‘ appointed % not the Master himself. For 
these reasons the seventeenth Priest must be some member of the Assembly.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Master 
of the House is to he regarded, as the seventeenth ‘ Priest \ on the basis of the 
similarity of functions ; it is the Master that should form the seventeenth 
of the Priests ; — ^why ? — ^because of the similarity of functions ; that is, persons 
who perform the sacrifice become known as ‘ Priests * ; — ^the Master of the 
House is certainly one who performs the sacrifice; — Whence he mxist be a 
• priest ’ ; on the ground that the function of ‘ performing the sacrifice ’ 
belongs to him in common (with the Priests). — ^As regards the argument 
that — “ the texts speak of the ‘ member of the Assembly ’, of the ‘ Cup * belong- 
ing to him, and also of his ‘ appointment ’, and hence this seventeenth 
should be some member of the Assembly ”, — our answer is that when the 
texts speak of the ‘ member of the Assembly ’, they speak of the Brahman 
Priest, and the ‘ Cup * and the ‘ appointment * also that they speak of are 
of the same Brahman Priest ; and he is called ‘ sadasya ’ (member of the 
Assembly), because he is really one of the persons present in the Sacrificial 
House. — ^From all this it follows that the Master is the seventeenth of the 



Adhikaraija ( 19 ) : {A) Each of the Priests is to perform 

only those functions that have been named after him . — 

{B) The Fires serve the purposes of all Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (39). 

(A) — [POrvapak§a] — “ The Priests should perform all the func- 
tions, AS THEY ARE ENGAGED FOR THAT PURPOSE.*’ — (B) — ThB 
Fires serve the purposes of all the saorifioes, 

AS THEY HAVE THEIR OWN TIME. 

[Having dealt with the number and character of Performers, we now proceed 
to consider the question of the employment of these performers in the various 
performances. ] 

Bhdaya. 


We have seen that at the Jyotiatoma there are seventeen Priests, including 
the Master of the Sacrifice. — (A) The question that arises now is — Are all 
the Priests to do all that is to be done by men (in connection with the 
sacrificial performance) ? — Or is there any restriction (differentiation and 
distribution of functions) ? 

— (B) There is another question also — Are the three Fires (QdrhapcUya, 
Dakeirmgni, and Ahavanlya) to be used in connection with all that can be 
done with the help of Fire ? — Or is there some restriction (as to what is to 
be done with which Fire) ? 

The Purvapaksa view on Question (A) is that — “ all the Priests sJwuM 
perform all the functions, as they are engaged for that purpose ; that is to say, 
having been appointed for the purposes of the sacrificial performance, they 
should do all that is to be done by men ”. [The SiddJidnta of this question 
is stated in Su. 40, below.] 

(B) As regards the Fires, it is the S'iddhdnta that is set forth in 
the Sutra, and this is as follows ; — ^All the Fires should be used in 
connection with all the actions that can be done with the help of Fire ; 
because the Fires are needed by all those actions. The particle ‘ sva * is 
a reference to the Fires ; the meaning being that the Fires are to be used in 
connection with all sacrifices, as they have their own time [that is, they have 
been enjoined in relation to their own time, and not to the time of any 
particular sacrifice ; and hence they may be used whenever they are 
required]. We have understood this (as the final Siddhdnta). 

[In the Bhafiya on this Adhikarana, specially on Su. 39, there is a confusion ; 
it is made clear in the Tantravdrtika (Trans., pp. 1643-1646). — ^The Sutra 39 con- 
tains two distinct statements — ^the first part is the statement of a Purvapaksa, 
and the second part, the statement of a Siddhdnta. The question regarding this 
Siddhdnta (relating to the Fires) is — Are the three consecrated Fires to be used in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice only ? Or with the Primary as well as the 
Subsidiaries ? — ^The Purvapaksa is that “ they should be used at the Primary 
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Sacrifice only, for the simple reason that they have not been laid down in the 
context of any sacrifice (according to Su. 3. 6. 2). — The Siddhdnta is that the Fires 
should be used in connection with the Primary as well as with the Subsidiary sacri- 
fices, because they have been laid down independently by themselves — having 
their own time. — As regards Question (A), in regard to the Priests, the Purvapaksa 
is stated in the first part of Su. 39 and the Siddhdnta in Su. 40.] 

SUTRA (40). 

[SiDDHANTA OF AdHIKABANA 19(A)] — ThERE SHOULD BE A BESTBIOTION 
(and distbibution) of functions (among the Pbiests), on 

THE BASIS OF THEIB NAMES ; AS IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE 
THAT (distinct) NAMES HAVE BEEN 
ASSIGNED TO THEM. 

Bhdsya. 

On the basis of the particular natnes given to particular priests, there 
should be a restriction of functions ; only the functions that have been 
named after a certain priest should be ]:>erformed by that Priest ; as it is 
only thus that a useful purpose would be served by the naming of the 
functions (after the Priests) ; that is, the functions named ‘ Adhvaryava ’ 
should be performed by the Adhvaryu-pvie^tt — those named ‘ havJbra * 
should be performed by the Ho^r-priest, — those named ‘ Audgdtra * should 
be performed by the priest. 



Adit IK ARAN A (20) : In some cases the distribution of func-- 

tions among the Priests is not strictly in accordance 
with their name. — Exception to the preceding 
Adhikararm. 

SUTRA (41). 

The indication (of the particular priest to perform a particular 
function) is done by direct Injunction as 
ALSO BY specific NaME. 

Bhdsya. 

Qvsstion — Is this a universal rule (to be followed in all cases) that a 
function is to be performed by the Priest after whom it is named ? 

[Purvapaksa — “ Yes ’*.] 

Siddhdnta — ^It is not so ; because as a matter of fact, the indication 
of the particular Priest to perform a particular function is done by Direct 
Injimotion and also by specific name (not always by the generic names 
‘ Adhvaryaxia ‘ Havira and ‘ Aitdgdtra *). — As an example of indication 
by Direct Injunction, we have the text ‘ Tasmdt maitrdvaruryxh prlayali 
chdnudidha ’ (‘ Therefore the Maitravaruna gives directions and recites the 
Puronuvdkyd''^ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 12. 9. 5); — [where the two functions of giving 
directions and reciting are specifically assigned to the Maitrdvarutui Priest, 
though the giving of directions falls within those fimctions that have been 
called ‘ Adhvaryava *, and as such should have been performed by the 
Adhvaryu ; similarly the reciting is a function falling within those called 
* Hautra ’ and as such should have been done by the Hotr priest. — But in 
view of the Direct Injunction quoted, both these are done by the Maitrd- 
varuTia Priest], 

Similarly as instances of specific names given to acts indicating their 
performer, we have the names ‘ potrlyd ’ and ‘ nlstfiyd ’ [which are given 
to certain actions, which under the general rule would have been done 
by the Brahman and the Adhvaryu respectively, but, which, by virtue of 
these special names, are done by the Potr and the Nestr respectively]. 

These are exceptions to the general rule that the performers of functions 
are indicated by the names given to the functions. 

SUTRA (42). 

Similarly we find indications also to the same effect. 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text — ‘ Hotuh prdtaranuvdkaniamibrxivata upashrrmyat * 
[‘He may listen to the Hotr reciting the Prdtaranuvdk({'\ which, occurring 
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tinder the section dealing with the functions of the Hotr and hence called 
* Haulra *, indicates the Ho^^-priest as the performer of the act of Reciting. 
— Similarly there is another indicative text — ‘ Udgithah udgdtrr^ikdm r^hah, 
prafj^vdfh ukthcishamaindin, pratihdrah adhvaryuijmn ’ The Udgltha is for 
the UdgCUr-pTiests, the verses and the Pranava of the Ukthcishamsina, and 
the Pratihdra of the Adhvaryua *], which indicates a differentiation of func- 
tions by means of specific names. — ^The following is another indicative 
text — ‘ Yo va^dhvaryoh svam vlda amvdn^va hhavati, etat va^dhvaryoh avam 
yaddahrdvayati ’ [‘ He who understands the Adhvaryu’s own thing becomes 
endowed with wealth ; this is the Adhvaryu’s own thing that he urges the 
Agntdh to direct the Hotr to recite ’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 2. 3), which indicates 
the particular performer by means of a specific name. 



Adhikabai^a (21) : The ‘ Reciting ’ and the ‘ Directing ’ are 
to he done by the Maitrdvaruna, only when they are 
done concurrently. 

SUTRA (43). 

[POrvapak§a] — “ The ‘ DmECTiNO ’ and the ‘ Reciting ’ abb to be 
DONE (in all oases) BY THE MaITRAVABITNA ; AS 
SUCH IS THE Injunction.” . 

Bhd§ya. 

[It having been established that the indication of performers by Name is 
set aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question as to 
whether it is set aside wholly, or only in part. — Tantravartika,'] 

At the Jyotiatoma sacrifice, there is the Agnlaomlya animal, spoken of 
in the text — ‘ Yo dlkaito yadagmsomlyam paahumalabheta * [‘ The initiated 
person who sacrifices the Agni§omlya animal *] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6). In 
connection with this animal, there is the text — ‘ Taamat rruiitrdvaruf^ah 
pre^yati chAniA^hdha ’ [* Therefore the Maitravaruna priest gives directions 
and also recites the Purdhuvdkyd *]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the Maitrdvaruna, priest 
to do all the Reciting and all the Directing that is done ? Or only in that 
case where the direction is contained in what is recited [i.e. where both are 
done concurrently through the same words] ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that ** all recitings (and all directings) are to be 
done by the Maitrdvaruiyi, as there is no ground for differentiation ; as a 
matter of fact there are no grounds for any such differentiation as that 
‘ this Reciting, and not that, is to be done by the Maitrdvaruiyz * ; hence 
it follows that the Maitrdvaruiyi is to do all the Reciting and Directing that 
is to be done [though these functions, as included under the name ‘ PLauJtra ’ 
should have been performed by the Ho^r-priest] ”. 

SUTRA (44). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Injunction applies to the ‘ reciting 

OF THE ‘ PURONUVAKYA ’ ONLY ; AS IT IS THIS THAT IS ACCOM- 
PANIED BY THE Direction. 

Bhdgya. 

In reality, it is only the Puronuvdkyd that is to be recited by the Maitrd- 
varuna ; — ^why ? — because the MaUrdvarufta, comes in as the reciter only 
in cases where the Reciting and Directing are done together ; in oases where 
there is mere reciting of the Anuvdhyd, the Maitrdvaruna does not come in 
at all ; nor in caees where there is Directing ordy ; — ^it is only where the two 
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come together that the MaUrdvaruna comes in ; — hence it is only in con- 
nection with cases where the two are done together that we have the declara- 
tion in the text — ‘ the Maitravaruna directs and recites *, ‘ Maitrdvarunibdh 
preayati chdnuchdha\ — where the repetition of the particle ‘cha* indicates 
that the reference is to cases where the two acts are done together. 

[The Puronuvdkyd verso ends with the Imperative word ‘ yctja ’ (‘ please 
sacrifice ’), which contains tho directing which is done when the Puronuvdkyd is 
recited, — thus the two acts of Reciting and Directing being done together.] 


SUTRA (45). 

Also because we find the Hotr priest mentioned in 

CONNECTION WITH THE RECITING OF THE ‘ PrATARANUVA KA \ 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we think that all Reciting is not to be 
done by the Maitravaruna. — ^For what reason ? — Because the Veda indicates 
the Hotr in connection with tho reciting of the Prdtaranuvaka. — How is this 
indicated ? — There is the text — ‘ Yatra liotuh prdtaranuvdkamanuhravatah 
upashrnuydt tadd adhvaryurgrhnlydt * [‘ When he hears the Hotr reciting 
the Prdtaranuvaka, the Adhvaryu should hold the cup.']. — From this it follows 
that all reciting is not to be done by the Maitravaruna 



Adhikarai^a ( 22 ) : The ‘ Chamasa-homa ’ ia to be 
performed by the Adhvaryii. 

SUTRA (46). 


[POrvapaksa] — ‘‘ The ‘ Chamasa-oblations ’ are to be offered 

BY THE ChAMASADHVARYUS, — BY REASON OF 

THE Name.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Chamasadhvaryu priests. In regard to these, there arises 
the question — Are the Chamasa-obfMiona to be offered by the Chamasddh^ 
varyus ? or by the Adhvaryu ? 

The Purvapak§a view is that — “ the Chamasddhvaryus should offer 
them ; — ^why? — ^because they are named ‘ Chamasadhvaryu \ which indicates 
that in regard to the Ghamasasy they perform the functions of the Adhvaryu ; 
hence (the offering of oblations being the function of the Adhvaryu) it follows 
that the C/iamasa -oblations should be offered by the Chamasddhvaryus ”. 


SUTRA (47). 

In reality, the Adhvaryu should offer the oblations, 

BECAUSE OF THE LaW RELATING TO HIM. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, the Adhvaryu should offer the oblations ; because the Law is 
that all the functions that are called ‘ Adhvaryava ’ should be performed 
by the Adhvaryu ; — and the offering of oblations (into Fire) is an ‘ Adhvaryava ’ 
function ; — Whence the oblations should be offered by the Adhvaryu, — “ But 
by reason of the specific name ‘ Cimmasddhvaryu * (which connects the priests 
of this name with the CAamaaa-oblations), the oblations in question should 
be offered by the Chamasddhvaryus [the indication of the specific name 
setting aside that of the generic name ‘ Adhvaryava ’].” — That cannot be, 
we reply ; — ^these priests are called ‘ Clmrrwbsddhvaryu ’ in the sense that they 
* fimction like the Adhvaryu in regard to the Chamasas ’ ; which can only 
mean that ‘if the Adhvaryu offers the Chamasa-oblations , the Chamasd- 
dhvaryus also may offer them ’ ; in fact, if the oblations were offered by the 
Chamasddhvaryus y and not by the AdhvaryUy then the Chamasddhvaryus 
would not be functioning like the Adhvaryu. — ^From this it follows that the 
Chamasddhvaryus are not to offer the Chamasa-oblations. 
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SUTRA (48). 

Also because we find ‘anotb^r’ priest mentioned in 

* CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ ChAMASA 

BM§ya. 

We find that in connection with the Ghamasa^ the Veda speaks of a 
priest other than the Ckcmiaaadhvaryu, — “ How so? ” — ^We have the text — 

‘ Ohamasdmahcha^masMhvaryave prayachchhatif tan aa vamtkartri haraU *, 
from which we learn that someone else offers the oblation and handa 
over the Chamaaa to the Chamaaddhvaryu. — “ How is this deduced ? ” — 
What we imderstand the text to mean is that when the Chamaaddhvaryu offers 
it to the Vaaafkartr, he does so with the view that the Vapatkartr will eat 
out of it ; which implies that the Chamaaa is handed over to the Chamaad- 
dhvaryu, after the oblation has been offered out of it ; — and that the person 
who hands it over to him is the person who has offered the oblation ; — ^from 
which it is clear that the man offering the oblations is other than the Chamaad- 
dhvaryu, — Then again we have the text — ‘ Yo vd adhvaryoh avam vMa avavd^ 
niva hhavati, arugvd adhvaryoh avam, vdyavyamaaya avam, chamaao^aya avam \ 
where the Chamaaa is spoken of as the ‘ ava ’ (property) of the Adhvaryu ; — 
as a matter of fact, however, the Chamaaa is the property of the Sacriflcer, 
not of the Adhvaryu ; hence when the text speaks of the Chamaaa as the 
‘ property ’ of the Adhvaryu, what is meant is that the Chamaaa-oblation» 
are to be offered by the Adhvaryu, 

SUTRA (49). 

It is only in cases of incapacity (of the Adhvaryu) that the. 

ChAMASADHVARYUS could be REGARDED (AS ENTITLED TO 
OFFER THE OBLATIONS IN QUESTION). 

Bhdsya, 

Queation — “ How then is the name ‘ Chamaaddhvaryu ’ to be accounted 
for?” 

Answer — They ahouM be regarded aa entitled to offer the oblationa in caaea 
of incapacity ; that is, in cases where, on account of being otherwise engaged, 
the Adhvaryu is unable to offer the oblations, the Chamaaddhvaryua would 
be the persons to offer them, by virtue of their name. 



Adhikabai^a (23) : The * Shyena ’ and the ‘ Vdjapeya ’ 
sacrifices are to be performed by severed classes of 
priests, — not by single class of priests. 

StJTRA (50). 

[PtJBVAPAK§A] — “ On account of the Vbdic Injunction (Name), — 
IN CASES WHEBE THE ACTIONS HAPPEN TO BE MENTIONED IN 

A PABTICULAB VeDA, THEY SHOULD BE PEBFOBMED 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THAT VeDA ONLY, — 

AS IN THE FOBEGOING CASE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

We find the Shyena sacrifice mentioned in the Veda named ‘ Audgdira \ 
(i.e. Sdmaveda) and the Vdjapeya sacrifice in the Veda called ‘ Adhvaryava * 
(i.e. Yajurveda). — In regard to these, there arises the question — Are all 
the details in connection with the Shyena to be performed by the Udgdtf 
(Samavedin) priests alone, — and all the details of the Vdjapeya, by the 
Adhvaryu (Yajurvedin) priests alone ? — or in both cases, the details are to 
be performed by several classes of priests ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ On account of 
the Vedic Injunction, — i.e. on account of the Name — it should be as in the 
foregoing case*, i.e. just as on the strength of the name '‘Adhvaryava'* all 
the details mentioned in that section are performed by the Adhvaryu,-~^icL 
the same manner, in cases where the actions happen to he mentioned in 
a particular Veda, they should he dorw. in accordance with that Veda only ; 
that is to say, when a sacrifice is laid down in a Veda named after a 
certain priest, all the details in coimection with that sacrifice should be 
performed by that same priest ; as therein the sacrifice is enjoined along 
with all its accessory details. — From this it follows that all the details of 
the Shyena (which is laid down in the Audgdtra i.e. Sdmaveda) should be 
IJerformod by the Udgdtr priest, and all the details of the Vdjapeya (which is 
laid down in the Adhvaryava section) should be performed by the Adhvaryu 
priest.’* _ 

SUTRA (51). 

[SiddhantaJ — Inasmuch as they borrow the details (from the 

Primary Archetypes), they should in reality be per- 
formed ALONG WITH THEIR ACCESSORIES, AS EQUIPPED 
WITH THEIR OWN DETAILS, ON THE BASIS OF THE 
GENERAL LAW ; THE INDICATION (OF THE NaME) 

CAN BE ACCEPTED ONLY IN OTHER CASES, 

WHERE THERE ARE NO CLEAR 

INJUNCTIONS. 

Bhd§ya, 

Inasmuch as they borrow the details from the Primary Sacrifices, 
— the sacrifice should he performed as equipped with its own details, — ^i.e. 
42 
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accompanied by all the accessoriea that come into it by virtue of the general 
law (that ‘ the modification should be performed in the manner of the 
Primary ’ ), — ^and along with its accessories ; — ^this is what we learn from the 
Veda itself. — Now as regards the two sacrifices in question, they are both 
‘ modifications ’ of the Jyotispoma^ and as such they stand in need of 
those accessories that are already there in the Jyotistoma ; — and at * the 
Jyotistoma there are several Priests performing the details ; — so that the 
case in question also has to be taken as connected with those same several 
priests. 

Objection — “ The indication by the Name is something direct, while 
the implication of the General Law is only an indirect means of knowledge, 
being purely inferential in character [so that the latter should not over- 
ride the former].” 

Answer — It is true tliat indication by the Name is a direct means of 
knowledge ; but after all it is only an ordinary (secular) means of knowledge ; 
so that in this case also, it is necessary to infer a Vedic text and then make 
it bear upon the case in question ; while in the case of indication by the 
General Law (that ‘ the modification should be performed in the manner of 
the Primary ’), what is brought to bear upon the case in question is a Vedic 
text which is actually perceived even though found in a remoter context, 
on the basis of which text, the sacrifice in question (i.e. the modification) 
becomes connected with the directly cognised procedure of the Primary 
Sacrifice. It is for this reason that the General Law is stronger (than Name 
and overrides it). 

As regards the argument that — “ on the strength of Name fall the 
details should be performed by a single priest] ”, — the answer is that the 
indication by Name, can be accepted only in regard to other cases ^ where there 
are no clear injunctions ; — that is to say, in the case of such details as do not 
come into the sacrifice by virtue of the General Law, the matter may be 
determined by indications of the Name, For instance, in connection with 
the Shyena, we find it laid down that ‘they pierce with thorns’, and fas 
there is no such Piercing done at the Primary Sacrifice, the name of the 
performer of this act cannot be brought in from the Primary, under the 
General Law] this Piercing will be done by the Udgdtr priest (as indicated 
by the name " Audgdtra') ; — similarly in connection with the Vdjapeya, it 
is laid down that ‘ they offer it with the Vsaputa ’ (Shatapatha-Bra. 5. 2. 1. 
16), and this offering will be done by the Adhvaryu (as indicated by the 
name ^ Adhvaryava'). [The '^Vsaputa'* is the cup prepared out of leaves 
of the Ashvattha tree with dust taken from barren land, usa.] 


End of Pdda vii of Adhydya III. 



ADHYAYA III. 

PADA VIII. 

Adhikarainta (1) : The ^purchasings of services is the 
function of the Master of the Sacrifice. 

SOTRA (1). 

The ‘ PURCHASING ’ IS THE FUNCTION OF THE MASTER ; AS THE 
PERFORMANCE IS FOR HIS PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the act of ‘ purchasing — i.e. securing the services of Priests 
on the payment of certain Fees, such as ‘ twelve and hundred ’ at the 
Jyotiatonuii the ‘ Anvdhdrya ’ (Cooked Rice) at the Darsha^Punmtndaa and 
so forth [vide Taitti. Sam. 1. 7. 3. 1]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the Priests to be ‘ pur- 
chased ’ by the Adhvaryu or by the Master ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “on the strength of the Name (‘Ad/i- 
ixiryava*, under which the ‘Purchasing of Priests* is included), it should be 
done by the Adhvaryu 

The SiddhdrUa is as follows ; — The ‘ purchasirig ’ is the function of the 
Master ; — why ?— as the performance is for his purpose ; i.e. it is the Sacrificer 
(Master of the Sacrifice) who desires to obtain the results [that are to follow 
from the performance of the Sacrifice] ; — in ordinary practice, when a man 
desires to obtain certain results from the performance of an act, he has to 
do that act himself ; — if he ‘ purchases ’ (secures on payment) the services 
of other persons (to help him in the performance), he is regarded as doing it 
himself. Under the circumstances, if he were not to do the ‘ purchasing ’ 
[and if it were done by someone else], he would not be doing the main act 
himself. — From all this it follows that it is the Master that does the 
‘ purchasing ’. 

SUTRA (2). 

It could be done by others in a case where there is a direct 

DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhasya, 

Question — ^Is then this the universal rule [that the ‘ purchasing * should 
be done always by the Meuster] ? 

Answer — Not so ; it could he done by others in a case where there is a 
direct declaration to ihal effect. In a case where there is a direct declaration 
as to the person who is to do the ‘ purclmsing ’ [i.e. to make payments 
for services rendered], — the ‘ purchc^ing ’ has to be done in accordance 
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with that declaration; e.g. there is the declaration — ‘ Ya itdmiptakdmu^ 
potdadhydt aa tnn varan dadydt * [‘ He who puts in this brick should give 
three excellent things (cows) ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 8. 2). [Here the Paras* 
maipada ending in the word ‘ upadadhydt * indicates that the ‘ placing ’ 
of the bricks is to be done by a person other than the Master » — and it is 
asserted that it is this same person that should give the ‘ three cows ’ to the 
priest, in payment of services rendered by him. — So that in this particular 
case, the ‘ purchasing ’ is done by a person other than the Master.] 

[Sutra (2) which embodies an exception to Sutra (1), has been taken as a 
distinct Adhikarana by itself-r-by Mandana Mishra and by Madhavacharya. 
Kumarila has included it under the first Adhikaraim^ as above,] 



Adhikabaisja (2) : The ‘Shaving of the Head^ and other 
‘ Embellishments ’ pertain to the Master of the 
Sacrifice, 

SUTRA (3). 

[PCtrvapak^a] — “Inasmuch as the Embellishments add to the 

CAPACITY OF THE PERFORMING PERSON, THEY SHOULD BE 
RESTRICTED (TO PERSONS) IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

Veda (Name), — just like the performing 
OF the several functions.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistomay we read — ‘ Keshashmashru vapate, 
(lato dhdvatef nakhdni nikrnMey andti ’ [‘He shaves his head and beard, 
cleanses his teeth, pares his nails, and bathes ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 1. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the Embellishments 
like those here described to be done by the Adhvaryu or by the Sacrificer 
(Master) ? 

The Purvapak^a view is as follows : — “ They should be done by the 
Adhvaryu ; as a matter of fact. Embellishments should be restricted in 
accordance with the Veda, — i.e. on the basis of Name , — just like the per- 
formance of functions by individual persons ; that is, just as the other 
details are performed by that priest who bears the name that is given to the 
Vedic Sections under which these details are laid down [e.g. the Adhvaryu 
performs the functions laid down in the ‘ Adhvaryava ’ Section of the Veda], 
— in the same manner, the Embellishments [should be performed by persons 
whose names are borne by the Vedic Section laying down the Embellishments].” 


SUTRA (4). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, the Embellishments, like the Principal 
Action, must pertain to the Sacrificer, as he is the 
principal person concerned. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the acts in question should be done by the Sacrificer ; — why ? 
— because he is the principal person concerned . — “ What is the meaning of 
his being the principal person ? ” — The result of an action is always under- 
stood to be one that is aimed at by the performer of that action; hence 
what the Embellishments do is to bring about, in the person performing 
them, the capacity to perform the main act. No person, who seeks to bring 
about in himself the said capacity by the performance of a certain act, 
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ever secures the services of other persons for the performance of that act ; 
in fact, he secures the services of others for the purpose of obtaining certain 
desirable things ; the act that brings about a capacity in a person should 
always be done by that person himself ; as is found in the cetse of the 
Principal Action ; that is to say, as a matter of * fact, all those Principal 
Actions which tend to produce results in the Person, are always performed 
by the Sacrificer himself ; similarly in the case in question also [as the 
Embellishments in question also tend to bring about a capacity in the 
Sacrificer, they should be performed by the Sacrificer himself]. 


SUTRA (5). 

Also because of the words of certain texts. 

Bhdsya, 

We find such texts as — ‘ Tamahhyanakti^ aharesikayd'nakti * [‘ He 

anoints him ‘ he anoints him with the arrow-stick ’], where the verb is found 
in the Parasmaipada form, which clearly indicates that it is someone else 
that does the anointing for the Sacrificer [and the Anointing is an * Em- 
bellishment ’]. 


S0TRA (6). 

Further, the action in question has been spoken of as a 
subordinate factor. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (by the Purvapakain) that “ the Embellishments 
should be restricted on the basis of Names , in accordance with the Veda 
— ^But this is not right ; because the action in question has been spoken of as a 
subordinate factor. As a matter of fact, we accept the Name as the deter- 
mining factor only in cases where the action appears as the predominant 
factor, — ^i.e. as one for the performance of which the services of certain 
persons (priests) have to be secured ; it is only in the case of such an action 
[where the Men are subordinate to, and subserve the purposes of, the 
Action, which is the predominant factor] that its performer is taken to be 
determined by the Name (of the Vedic Section in which the injunction of 
the action is fo\md). — ^In the case of the Shaving of the Head and other 
Embellishments [which appear as subordinate to, and subserving the pur- 
poses of, the Man], — if they were taken as related to (and pertaining to) the 
priests, then such a relation would have to be assumed, as in that case [the 
actions not standing in need of any such connection, being already connect- 
^ with the Sacrificer] — ^those Embellishments would come in only as serving 
some transcendental purpose ; while in the case of those acts (sacrificial 
details) as bear directly upon the sacrificial performance, their connection 
with those- persons (priests) is already established (by the fact of their 
standing in need of performers ; and hence it has not got to be assumed) ; 
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—[the connection of the Embellishments with the Sacrificer is also one 
that is already established by the fact of their being spoken of as subordinate 
to, and subserving the visible purpose, cleanliness, of the Sacrificer] ; — and 
so long as an established relationship is possible, there can be no justification 
for the assuming of an unestablished one. — From all this it follows that in 
a case where the Man is the predominant factor [and the action is subordinate 
to him]. Name cannot be the determining factor (in the indication of the 
Performer for it). 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because they have been laid down in reference to 
THE resultant ' Ap(!RVA 

Bhdsya. 

By the term ‘ Chodana ’ (in the Sutra) we mean the resultant Apurva 
(ot the Primary Sacrifice) ; so that what the Sutra means is that the 
Embellishments in question have been laid down in reference to the resultant 
Apurva ; and as it is not possible for them to be done by themselves without 
a material substratum (the thing to be embellished, without which there can 
be no Embellishment), they are taken as to be done to such things ; — and 
they could be done to, and be connected with, things remote from themselves, 
only if it were not possible for them to be done to, and be connected with, 
a thing in close proximity to them ; and when it is possible for them to be 
done to a thing in close proximity to themselves, they should not be done 
to remoter things, as they will have their requirements fulfilled by being 
done to the nearer thing. — For this reason also the Embellishments should 
pertain to the Sacrificer (who is in close proximity to them). 


SUTRA (8). 

On account of inequality, they could not be applicable 

EQUALLY [to ALL THE PERSONS]. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra is to be taken as following upon a few words to be supplied 
[as embodying an argument answered by the Sutrci] ; these words being — 
“ Why cannot the Embellishments be taken as applicable equally (to both, 
the Sacrificer as well as the Priests) ? When they have not been laid down 
in special reference to any particular person, they should be applicable to 
every person ”. 

The answer to this is that the Injunction of the Embellishments cannot 
apply equally to all persons. — “ Why ? ” — Because of inequality ; i.e. all the 
persons are not equally circumstanced in regard to the injunction in ques- 
tion. — “ What is the inequality ? ** — The inequality lies in the fact that the 
Embellishments have been enjoined for the Sacrificer, not for the Priests , — 
“ But how do you know that they are enjoined for the Sacrificer ? ” — From 
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the fact that when a man desires to accomplish an end by an act, he should 
do that act himself (see Su. 3. 7. 18). — “ But as they are not enjoined in 
special reference to any particular person, they should be taken as enjoined 
for the Priests also.” — We are of opinion that, as they cannot serve any useful 
purpose in connection with the priests, they cannot be taken as enjoined 
for them. — “ Why is no useful purpose served by them in connection with 
the Priests ? ” — If they were done by (and to) the Priests, they would be 
acts that are neither done nor got done by the Sacrificer ; for the simple reason 
that the services of the Priests have not been secured for the performance 
of those Embellishments ; — and if they were done by the Priests themselves, 
then they could not in any way benefit the person who stands in need 
[of aids to the fulfilment of the Sacrifice and the resultant Apurva ^ ; — and 
thus they would be entirely useless. This is the reason why they cannot 
be taken as enjoined for the Priests ; — and this is what constitutes the 
‘ inequality ’ (spoken of in the Sutra ). — From all this it follows that the 
Embellishments cannot apply equally to all the persons. 



Adhikarai^a (3) : The Penances are to he performed hy 

the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (9). 

Penances also [are to be performed by the Saorifiger] ; because 

THEY HELP IN THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE RESULT ; — AS 
IN ORDINARY LIFE. 

Bhdsya. 

Certain Penances are found to be enjoined — ‘ He does not eat for two 
days *, ‘ he does not eat for three days and so forth. 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are the Penances to be 
performed by the Priests ? Or by the Sacrificer ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ The Penances should be taken as to 
be performed by the Priests, — on the basis of the name [‘ Adhvaryava \ 
of that section of the Veda where the Penances are enjoined] ”. 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — The Penances should be performed by 
the Sacrificer ; — why ? — ^because tliey help in the accomplishment of the 
result ; i.e. the Penances are performed with a view to the accomplishment 
of the result ; as a matter of fact, a man obtains the results of a sacrifice 
only when he is equipped with Penances. — “ How do you know this ? ” — 
The performance of Penances is painful ; — pain is the direct consequence 
of sin ; — sin is an obstacle in the accomplishment of the result of sacrifices ; — 
sin is in fact conducive to evil, and so long as there is sin, no good can 
come about; — hence it is necessary to remove it. Both Merit and Demerit 
are destroyed by the experiencing of their effects ; hence it is that for the 
experiencing of pain as the result of sin, religious Penances are prescribed ; 
the idea being that the pain experienced in the performing of the Penance 
is the effect of the sin (meant to be destroyed). — In this way the Penance 
comes to have a visible purpose, and no invisible (unseen) purpose has to 
be assumed. — Thus then, the (obstructing) sin having been destroyed by the 
experiencing of its effect (pain suffered in the performance of the Penance), 
the sacrifice becomes free from obstruction and thus brings about its result. 
[It is in this way that Penances help in the accomplishment of the Result.] 
— And the accomplishing of the result is what is to be done by the Sacrificer, 
not by the Priests. From this it follows that the Penances are to be per- 
formed by the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (10). 

There is also a supplementary declaration pointing 
TO the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

This same conclusion is indicated by a supplementary declaration, 
which is to the following effect — ‘ Yadd vai purusi na kiUchxina arUarhhavati 
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y€ida asya krp^m chakfupo nashyaii — cUha mMhycUamaJ;^ ’ [‘ When there is 
nothing inside the man, and when the pupil has disappeared, then is he 
most fitted for a sacrifice ’], — ^which means that when he is fasting, then 
is he '‘JU for mMdha ’ (* nMhya ’) ; now ‘ midha * is sctcrifice^ and * sacrifice * 
consists in giving away ; so that what the supplementary declaration quoted 
means is that ‘ by the Penance, the man is rendered fit for giving away ’ ; 
and the person who gives away things is the Sacrificer (not the Priests). — 
Prom this also it follows that Penances arc to be performed by the Sacrificer. 


SUTRA (11). 

It can be done by others, when thebe is an injunction 
TO that effect. 

Bhdsya. 

Qiiestion — “ Is it then the universal rule that all penances should be 
performed by the Sacrificer ? ’* 

Anstver — No ; it can be done by others when there is an injunction to that 
effect ; i.e. when there is an injunction to that effect, then it should be done 
by the Priests ; e.g. there is the injunction — ‘ All the Priests fast ’ (in which 
case the fasting has to be done by the Priests). 

StJTRA (12). 

Also because the Penakce is a subordinate factor, the question 

OF ITS PERFORMER CANNOT BE DETERMINED BY THE 
NAME OF THE VbDIC SECTION. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that “ on the basis of Name (‘ Adhvaryava \ of 
the Vedic Section where the Penances are prescribed), the Penances should 
be taken as to be performed by the Priest (Adhvaryu) — The answer to this 
is that, because the Penance is a subordinate factor, its performer cannot 
be determined by Name ; as Name is regarded as the determining factor 
only in ceuses where the Man is the subordinate factor [which is not so in the 
case in question]. 

Or, the Sutra may be explained in the following manner — 

[By a second interpretation of this Sutra, the Bhdsya makes a separate 
Adhikarava of it, which is as follows '\ — 



Adhikaraija (4) : The ‘ Red Turban'' and other similar 
details pertain to all the Priests. 

SUTRA (12). 

Inasmuch as they are subordinate accessories, their connection 

CANNOT BE DETERMINED BY THE ‘ NAME ’ OF THE 

Vedic Section. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) In connection with the Shyena sacrifice, we read — ‘ Lohitoanlad 
lohitavasand rtvijah pracharanti ’ r‘ Red-turbaned and red-clothed priests 
move about ’ ; — (6) similarly in connection with the Vdjapeya sacrifice, 
we read — ' Hiranyamdlina rtvijah pracharanti^ [‘ Gold-necklaced priests 
move about ’]. 

In regard to these there arises the question — (a) At the Shyena, is it only 
the Udgdtr priests who are to be ‘red-turbaned’ and (6) at the Vdjapiya, 
only the Adhvaryua who are to wear the golden necklace ? Or, at both 
sacrifices, all the priests are to wear it ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ (a) On the strength of Name [‘ Aud- 
gdtra ’ of the Veda where the Shyena is prescribed], the Udgdtr priests 
alone are to wear the Red-turban at the Shyena, — and (6) on account of the 
Name Adhvaryava^ of the Veda where the Vdjapeya is prescribed], the 
Adhvaryu priests alone are to wear the golden necklace at the Vdjapeya 

The Siddhdnta view is as follows : — Inasmuch as the things in question 
are subordinate accessories, their connection cannot he determined by the name of 
the Vedic Section ; that is to say, being red4urhaned is a subordinate accessory, 
— so also is being gold-necklaced ; — and the Man (Priest) is the predominant 
factor ; — hence it follows that the Red Turban and the Gold-necklace are 
meant to be accessories (or appurtenances) of the Man, and not as something 
to be done ; consequently the Man must be regarded as the predominant 
factor. — “ What if it is so ? ” — If it is so, then, there is the principle already 
accepted, that in cases where the Man is the predominant factor, the Name 
cannot be the determining factor in indicating the performer of the action 
concerned. 

Further, from the fact of the articles being spoken of as the accessories 
of man, it follows that what is laid down pertains to all the men (concerned) ; 
because as a rule, whenever an accessory is laid down in close proximity to 
the predominant factors (of which it is an accessory), it means that it is 
laid down in connection with each one of the predominant factors ; — and 
this all-round connection having been indicated by Direct Declaration, — 
how could it be restricted by a Name, even if there were a name ? — From 
all this it follows that at each of the two sacrifices (Shyena and Vdjapeya), 
the accessory details like those under consideration are to be adopted by all 
the priests. 



Adhikaraija (5) : The ‘ desire for rain ’ pertains 
to the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (13). 

Similarly, the ‘ Desire * also [pertains to the Sacrificer] ; 

BECAUSE IT is HE THAT IS CONNECTED WITH THE PURPOSE 

(of the performance). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistotna, we read — ‘ Yadi kdniayet varaet 
parjanyah nichaih aado minuydt' f‘If he desire that Parjanya should rain, 
he should measure out the Assembly on low ground ’]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the ‘ Desire ’ mentioned 
here that of the Priest ? Or of the Sacrificer ? What the question means 
is — ^Who is the nominative to the verb ^ kdrnayet* (‘should desire’) — is 
it the Adhvaryu priest, or the Sacrificer ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that/ — “ The desire should be taken as that of 
the Priest, because of the Name (of the Vedic Section) ; the indication of the 
Name is that the Person who is eager to obtain results from the sacrifice is 
the Adhvaryu priest, who is the person spoken of in the Context [after whose 
name the Section of the Veda has been named as ‘ Adhvaryada ’] ; hence it 
is the Adhvaryu who is taken as syntactically connected with the verb 
* minuydt ’ (‘ sho\ild measure out ’) ; — from all this it follows that the ‘ desire ’ 
spoken of is that of the Priest.” 

The SiddhdrUa is as follows : — Desire aho should be like the Penance ; 
that is, the Desire pertains to the Sacrificer, — “ Why so ? ” — Because it 
is he that is connected with the purpose of the performance ; that is to say, 
it is understood that the Sacrificer is connected with the ‘ purpose ’ 
— i.e. the Result — of the Sacrifice as performed along with its accessory 
details. — ^Then again, in the case of the text Jyotis^mena svargakdmo 
yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Jyotiptoma Sacrifice ’] 
the particular ending {Atmanipada in "yajeta^), — makes it clear that the 
desire for ‘ heaven * is that of the Sacrificer ; in the case in question, the pecu- 
liar ending {Parasmaipada) in ‘ minuydt ’ makes it clear that the Adhvaryu 
is to do the measuring out for the sake of someone else (i.e. the Sacrificer). 
— It has been urged that — “by reason of Syntactical Connection (of the 
verb ‘should desire’) with the person appearing in the Context as the 
seeker for result [the Desire should pertain to the Adhvaryu^ ”. — But even 
with this Syntactical Connection the sentence could be explained as ‘ In 
the event of the Sacrificer being desirous (of rain), the Adhvaryu should 
measure out, etc.’ 
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SUTRA (14). 

It CAN PERTAIN TO OTHERS, ONLY WHEN IT IS SPOKEN OF AS SUCH. 

Bhdsya. 

In a case where it is spoken of as such, the desire may be taken as per- 
taining to the Priest. For instance, there is the text — ‘ Udgdta dtmanevd 
yajamdndya vd yam kdmam kdrrvayat^ tamdgdyati ’ [‘ The Udgdtr priest 
sings out that result which he desires for himself or for the sacrificer ’]. — 
Now here, if the term ^dtmane* (‘for himself’) were to mean ‘for the 
sacrificer ’, then there could be no justification for the adding of the term 
‘ yajamdndya ’, or of the term ‘vd’ ; — hence it follows that by reason of the 
(separate) mention of the ‘ Sacrificer ’, the Udgdtr priest should be taken as 
speaking of himself (as desiring results). 



Adhikarai^a (6) : The Mantras beginning with * Ayurdd ’ 
and the like are to he recited by the Sacrificer . . 

StJTRA (16). 

The Mantras also which are not connected with any action, 
ARE LIKE ‘desire’ [I.E. THEY ARE CONNECTED 
WITH THE SaCRIFTCER]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Mantras that are meant to be considered here are tho'ie like the 
following — Ayurdd agne dyur me dehi\ ‘ V archodd ague asi varcho me dVftV 
O Agni, you are the bestower of longevity, bestow longevity upon me! 
‘O Agni, you are the bestower of glory, bestow glory upon me’]. [The 
Mantras are laid down as to be simply recited, not in connection with the 
performance of any sacrificial details.] (Taitti. Sam. 1. 5. 5. 4.) 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are those to be recited by 
the Priest ? Or by the Sacrificer ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ On account of the name (of the Vedic 
Section in which these Mantraps occur), the Mantras should be taken as to be 
recited by the Priest ”. 

The Siddkdnta is as follows : — ^These Mantras should be like what has 
gone before ; that is like ‘ desire ’ [they should be taken as connected with 
the Sacrificer] ; it is only thus that there would be justification for the pres- 
ence in the Mantra of the term expressive of the speaker himself [i.e. the 
pronoun ‘ mi ’]. In the expressions ‘ bestow longevity upon me ’ and ‘ bestow 
glory upon me’, — the terms ‘longevity’ and ‘glory’ stand for the result 
expected to follow from the performance undertaken, — the sense being 
‘ O Fire, please accomplish the result of my action ’. — Now the result ex- 
pected to follow from an action is spoken of only for the purposes of en- 
couragement ; and the person who is encouraged by it is the Sacrificer, no 
one else. As a matter of fact, the Fire (that is addressed in the Mantras) 
has not been kindled for the sake of the result that is to accrue from the 
performance to the Priest ; as this result (being in the shape of the Sacrificial 
Fee payable to him) is already an accomplished entity ; in fact, the Fire has 
been kindled for the sake of the result that is to accrue to the Sacrificer ; 
this result is not yet an accomplished entity, and is therefore to be spoken 
of as to he hoped, for ; and this encourages the Sacrificer and thereby tends 
to save the performance from becoming defective. Even when the Priest 
is encouraged by the prospect of (the Fee which is) an accomplished entity, 
he is so encouraged only in the performance which is to bring its reward 
to the Sacrificer ; but the presence of the term expressive of the speaker 
himself could not be justifiable if the reciting were done by the Priest ; the 
term expressive of the speaker himself retains its direct natural meaning 
only when the words are recited by the Sacrificer. — From all this it follows 
that the Mantras in question should be recited by the Sacrificer. 
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StJTRA (16). 

Also beoause we find the Mantras being recited during 

THE ABSENCE (OF FiRE). 


As a matter of fact, we 6nd similar Mantras being addressed during the 
absence of Fire, — ^when the man is away from home (and his Fire) ; — the 
Mantra being ‘ Iha iva aan Ultra santam tvd agnl, etc,* [‘ While remaining here, 
I address thee, O Agni, who art there, etc.’] [where the words of the Mantra 
itself clearly indicate that the speaker is away from the Fire]. Now a 
man away from the Fires can never be a ‘ Priest ’ ; as the term ‘ priest ’ 
denotes one who is actually engaged in the sacrificial performance [and this 
can only be when the Fires are there]. As regards the Sacrificer, however, 
it is possible for him to be away from the Fire and still remain the ‘ Sacrificer *; 
because it is possible for him to go away from home after having 
made suitable' arrangements for his Agnihotra (daily offerings to his Fires) ; 
— ^then again, it is quite possible for a man living away from home to give 
away (dedicate) things (for being offered at a sacrifice). — ^The Mantra jiist 
quoted (‘ Iha eva san, etc,*) is just such a Mantra as is addressed to the Fire 
by one who is away from home; — this is indicated by the words of the 
Mantra itself, which, therefore, indicate that the Mantra is to be addressed 
by the Sacrificer ; — and from this it follows that all Mantras of this kind 
are to be recited by the Sacrificer. 



Adhikara!^a (7) : Mantras occurring in two sections of the 
Veda are to he recited by both persons. 

SUTRA (17). 

A Mantra mentioned in two places is to be recited by both 

PERSONS ; AS the REPETITION OF THE MaNTRA 
MUST HAVE SOME PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Daraha-Purimmuaa sacrifices ; in connection • with these 
we find certain Mantras that are mentioned in two places — one in the section 
{Adhvaryava) dealing with the functions of the Adhvaryu, and then again 
in the section ( Ydjamdna) dealing with the functions of the Sacrificer : — 
For instance, (a) the Mantras with which the Clarified Butter is taken up — 
‘ Panchdndm tvd vdtdndm yantrdya dhartrdya grhndmi ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 
1. 2) and so on, and (6) the Mantras with which the two Srucass are arranged 
— ‘ Vdjasya md prasavina ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 1. 13. 1) and so on. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — -Are such Mantras to be 
recited by both (the Sacrificer and the Adhvaryu) ? Or by the Adkvaryu 
alone ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — ‘*on the basis of Name Adhvaryava 
the Mantras should be taken as connected with the Adhvaryu 

The Siddhdntu is as follows : — Both should recite the Mantras in ques- 
tion ; — ^why ? — because the repetition of the Mantra must have some purpose. 
Ina^smuch as the Mantras have been named after both the persons, it 
follows that both are reciters of them ; hence both should recite the Mantras ; 
— ^the Adhvaryu reciting them with the intention of doing what is indicated 
by the words of the Mantras^ — and the Sacrificer reciting them with a view 
to avoid carelessness and mistakes. 



Adhikaraista (8) : The ^ learned ’ Sacrificer alone is to be 
made to recite the Mantras. 

SUTRA (18). 

It is only the learned man that is to be made to recite the 
Mantra ; as the illiterate man is not entitled 
(to perform sacrifices). 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the VdjapSya sacrifice, we read — (a) ‘ He makes the 
Sacrificer recite the Klrpti Mantras ’ fTho Mantras beginning with the words 
^ Ayurya/jnena kalpatarrif etc.’ — Vajasneya Sam. 0. 21 — are called '‘Klrpti 
Mantras and (6) ‘He makes the Sacrificer recite the Ujjisatl-mBiixtvQ,^ [i.e. 
the Mantras beginning with the words ‘ Aqnirekdksarena ’ — Vajasa. Saih. 
9 . 311 . 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are all Sacrificers, the 
learned as well as the illiterate, to be made to recite these ? Or the learned 
ones only ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ both the learned and the illiterate 
should be made to recite the Mantras^ as no distinction has been made be- 
tween them 

Tlie SUldhdnta is as follows : — The learned alone should be made to 
recite the Mantras ; — why ? — because the illiterate inan is not eyititled to 
perform sacrifices ; as a matter of fact, the illiterate man is not entitled to 
perform sacrifices, for the simple reason that he has not the requisite capacity. 
— “ At the time of the performance, he would learn the Mantras and 
then recite them ; and having thus acquired the necessary capacity, he 
would be entitled (to the performance).” — That cannot be, — we say. 
Because the performance of sacrifices has been laid down as coming after 
the Veda has been studied, and the study of the Veda is not included under 
the text laying down the performance of sacrifices. — “ How so ? ” — Because 
it is without reference to any act or performance that it has been enjoined 
that ‘ the Veda should be studied ’. And when we have this independent 
injunction of the study of the Veda, it cannot be assumed that the 
injunction that the Veda should be studied is expressed by such sentences 
as ‘ one should ofEer the Agnihotra \ Because all that this latter sentence 
lays down is the offering of the Agnihotra libations, — and it follows that 
only one who has studied the Veda is entitled to perform the act, — ^not 
one who is entirely ignorant of the Veda. — “ By knowing how much of 
the Veda does a man become entitled to perform sacrifices ? ” — ^By knowing 
that much which, on being known, supplies him with the requisite capacity 
to perform the sacrifice as laid down in the scriptures. Thus it is only 
the man who knows that much of the Veda is entitled to the performance 
of a sacrifice. 

43 
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Objection — “ But the injunction that we have is that ‘ one should 
study the Veda which means that the whole of the Veda is to be studied ; 
so that by reading up merely a part of the Veda one cannot become entitled 
to the performance of a sacrifice.” 

Answer — The Veda has to be studied for the purpose of knowing all 
about sacrifices ; such being the case, when one is going to perform a 
particular sacrifice, the knowledge of any other sacrifice could not serve 
any visible purpose ; consequently in determining whether one is or is not 
entitled to the performance of any particular sacrifice, no heed need bo paid 
to his knowledge of any other sacrifice ; because for the knowledge of that 
other sacrifice, it would bo necessary to study that portion of the Veda 
which deals with that sacrifice. With all this however, the study of the 
whole Veda has been enjoined, for the purpose of acquiring a knowledge 
of all the sacrifices one by one. — Hence we conclude that when a man knows 
all about the details of any one sacrifice he becomes entitled to the 
performance of that sacrifice. Under the circumstances, a man who is 
ignorant of the details of the sacrifice will not be able to perform that 
sacrifice at all ; how then could there be any possibility of his being made 
to recite the Mantras ? — F^rom all this it follows that it is right to say that 
it is only the learned person that should be made to recite the Mantras, 

[Kunnarila’s remarks on this are interesting- — ‘ Such being the case, the know- 
ing of the branches of knowledge other than the V^oda proper would be very 
far from necessary for the duo performance of sacrifices. But so far as the 
knowledge of the Self is concerned, inasmuch as without that knowledge one 
could not take up the performance of any sacrifice at all [as a sacrifice is always 
performed with a view to some benefit expected to accrue to the Person after the 
death of the physical body], it must be regarded as necessary for the performance 
of all sacrifices — Tanfmodrtiha^ Trans., p. 1678.] 



Adhikarana (9) : The twelve ‘ Double Acts^ are to he 
done by the Adhvaryu. 

SUTRA (19). 

[Purvapak.^a] — “ Inasmuch as they are spoken of under the 

NAME ‘ YAJAMANA ’ [‘ PERTAINING TO THE SaCRIFICER ’], THE 
ACTIONS SHOULD BE PERFORMED BY THE SaCRIFICER.” 

Bhasya. 

There are the Darsha-FurnamCisa sacrifices, in connection with which 
twelve actions (forming Six ‘ Couples ’ ) have been laid down — ‘ He lets loose 
the calf ; puts the boiling pot on the fire ; — tlirr^shes the corn ; strikes the 
pestle and mortar with Shaw yd ; — spreads out the flour ; puts the baking 
pans on the fire ; — bakes the cake ; Iw^ats the clarified butter ; — brings the 
Stamhnyaj'iia and takes it up ; touches the altar ; — girds the loin of the 
Sacrificer’s wife ; collects the Proksani and also the clarified butter ; — 
these are the twelve Dvandvas (Double Acts) at the Darsha-Purnainasa \ 
[Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 9. 3-4.] 

In regard to these actions, there arises the cpiestion — Are these to be 
done by the Adhvaryuj or by the Sacrificer ? 

[This doubt arises from the fact that lu the first place, every one of these acts 
is found to be enjoined in its proper place among the acts styled ^ Adhvaryava \ — 
and then subsequently again they are spoken of under the name ‘ Ydjatndna ’, 
where it is laid down that ‘ one should offer the sacrifice only after having accom- 
plished all these acts ’. As named ‘ Adhvaryava ’, they should be done by the 
Adhvaryu ; while as named ‘ Ydjamdna ’, they should be done by the Yajaynd^xa, 
Sacrificer. They cannot bo done by both, like the reciting of the mantma dealt 
with under Su. 3. 8. 17. — BhaUadlpika.] 

Th(5 Piirvapakm view is that — “ Inasmuch as they are spoken of under 
the natne ‘ Yd jama na ’, the actions should he performed by the Sacrificer ; that 
is to say, by reason of their being given the specific name ‘ Ydjamdna \ 
it follows that they are to be performed by the Sacrificer ; just as it is in 
the case of actions named ‘ Potrlya ’ and ‘ Nestrlya ’ [where by reason of 
these names, the acts are taken as to be performed by the Potr and the 
Nestr priests respectively] 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, the Adhvaryu [should perform them] ; 

AS HE IS engaged FOR THE PURPOSE (OF PERFORMING SUCH 
ACTIONS); AS REGARDS THE NaMB (‘ YAJAMINA ’), ITS 
INDICATION IS TO BE ACCEPTED ONLY IN SO 
FAR AS IT HAS THE SUPPORT OF 

REASON. 

Bhasya, 

In reality, the Adhvaryu should perform these actions ; because it 
is for the performance of such actions that his services are secured ; this 
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fact we deduce from the Name^ inasmuch as all these details are found 
laid down in the section called ‘ Adhvaryava * ; while what is mentioned 
in the section called ‘ Ydjamdna * is only the ‘ coupling * of the actions, — 
this ‘ coupling * consisting in bringing together two actions. — ^Now if the 
Adhvaryu were to perform the actions, and the Sacrificer were to bring them 
together, — this would be absolutely impossible. Hence what has to be done 
is that, on the ground of its being a subordinate factor, the idea of ‘ coupling ’ 
has to be set aside (ignored), — in accordance with the principle going to be 
emmciated under Su. 12. 2. 26. — ^From all this it follows that the actions 
in question are to be performed by the Adhvaryu. 

As regards the argument that — “ on the basis of the Name (‘ Ydjamdna *, 
the actions should be performed by the Sacrificer) ”, — ^this has got to be 
refuted ; and the refutation is this : — The indication of Name is to he accepted 
only in so far as it has the support of reason ; and in this case the only 
reasonable deduction that we could make from the Name ‘ Ydjamdna * 
would be that ‘ in regard to these actions, the Sacrificer should say to the 
Adhvaryu — these actions have to he turned into couples — please therefore do 
this and that (naming the actions under consideration). In the case of a 
few of the actions under consideration, the permission of the Sacrificer has 
to be obtained (by the Adhiaryu) ; and as regards these, the name 
‘ Ydjamdna ’ may be due to tliis fact ; but even so all notion of any 
transcendental result following from this should have to be given up. 

It has been argued that — “ as it is in the case of the names ‘ potrlya * 
and ‘ nestrlya \ so should it bc3 in the present case also ”. — The answer to this 
is tliat in the case of the names mentioned, it is only right that the actions 
should be done by the priests indicated ; because the actions are indicated 
by the names as pertaining to the particular priests. In the case in question 
however, the conditions are different — the ‘ coupling * j^ertains to the 
Sacrificer, wliile the actions themselves pertain to the Adhvaryu ; hence 
there is no incongruity. 



Adhik ARANA ( 10) : The Hotr-priest should recite the 
‘ Karana-mantra^ assigned to the Adhvaryu. 

StJTRA (21). 

When there is an impossibility (of reciting both), it is the 

‘ KaRANA-MANTRA ’ THAT SHOULD BE RECITED (BY THE HoTR), 
BECAUSE OF THE PECULIAR RELATIONSHIP (BETWEEN 
THE HoTR and the MaNTRA CONNECTED WITH 

THE Adhvaryu) ; as for the other Mantra, 

SOMEONE ELSE, FROM AMONG THE PRIESTS, 

MAY RECITE IT,— -WHO MAY HAVE A 
SPECIAL REASON FOR DOING IT. 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyotiatoma, there is the Agnlsoinlya animal ; for the tethering 
of this animal there is a sacrificial Post, round which a rope is entwined ; 
and in connection with this entwining of the rope, there are two mantraa 
recited — one, by the Adhvaryu^ which is the ‘ Karana-mantra * (i.e. the 
Mantra by means of which the Entwining is done), and the other, by the 
Hotfi which is descriptive of the Kntwining while it is being done, — the 
former being the Mantra beginning with ‘ Parimrasi ’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 3. 
6. 2), and the latter, the Mantra beginning with ‘ Yuvdsuvdsdh' (Rgveda 
3. 8. 4). — The Kun^pdyindmayana sacrifice is a ‘ modification ’ (or Eotype) 
of the Jyotiatoma, and hence it takes in the said two Mantraa by virtue 
of the general law (that the Bctype is to be done in the manner of 
the Archetype) ; and in regard to the two Mantraa as to be used at this 
Kurid^pdyirmrnayana, there arises a doubt. — “ What doubt can there be 
(and why) ? ” — At this sacrifice, there is a curtailment of the number of 
priests by reason of the declaration that at this sacrifice ‘ he who is the 
Eotr is also the Adhvaryu ’, so that [it being not possible for the two 
Mantras to be recited simultaneously, one by the Adhvaryu and the other 
by the Jffofr, as there is no Adhvaryu at all] there arises the question — 
When the Hotr (who is also the Adhvaryu) is going to recite the Mantra — 
is he to recite the Kararm-rrvantra which (at the Jyotistoma) is recited by 
the Adhvaryu (i.e. the Mantra ^ Pariviraaiy etc.*)? or the other Mantra 
descriptive of the Entwining while it is being done, which (at the 
Jyotiatoma) is recited by the Hotr ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ there can be no hard and fast rule on 
this point [i.e. it is open to the Hotr to recite either the one or the other] **. 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — There being an impoaaibility of both being 
recited, it ia the Karana-mantra thal ahouM be recited by the Hotr ; that is, 
he should recite the mantra ' Pariviraai, etc.’, which (at the Jyotiatoma) 
is recited by the Adhvaryu , — ^and not the marvtra ‘ Yuvdauvdadhk, etc.*, which 
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is descriptive of the Entwining being done, and which (at the Jyotistoma) 
is recited by the Hotr. — “ Why so ? ” — Because of the peculiar relationship 
(between the Hotr and the niantra recited by the Adhvaryu at the Jyotistoma ) ; 
that is to say, there are two relationships borne by the Hotr — the first one 
is his relationship to the mantras connected with the Hotr (at the Jyotistofna), 
which relationship, in the case of the Kundapayhidmayana, is indirect, 
being based upon the general law (that ‘ the Retype is to be performed 
in the manner of the Archetype*), — ^and the second one is his relationship 
to the mantras connected with the Adhvaryu (at the Jyotistoma)^ which 
relationshi]) is direct, being based upon the direct assertion that ‘ at the 
Kundapdyindmayana, one who is the Hotr, is also the Adhvaryu ’ ; — now 
this last assertion enjoins the Hotr, directly, to perform the functions of the 
Adhvaryu ; and this perceptible Injunction is inon' authoritative than the 
one inferred (on the basis of the general law relating to the ALrehetype and 
the lictype). — ^From all this it follows that the Hotr should recite the 
Karana-mnntra, ^ Pari virasi, etc.’, which is connected with the Adhvaryu. 

Question — “Who then would recite the mantra (' Yuvdsuvdsdh, etc.’) 
which is connected with the Ilotr, and the reciting of which by the Hotr 
is impossible under the circumstances ? ” 

Answer — for the other mantra, someone else, from among the jniesls, 
would recite it, who may have a special reason for doing it. That is to say, 
another priest, an assistant of the Hotr, may recite the other mantra, — any 
of thiun who may not be otherwise engaged at the time or to whom some 
sort of predominance miglit attach at the time. 



Adhikarana (11): One who does the ^ Directing^ is different 
from one who carries out the directions. 

SUTRA (22). 

The Directings are to be done by a different person, because 

DIRECTIONS ARE ALWAYS ADDRESSED TO OTHERS. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnaindsa sacrifices ; in connection with these 
the act of Directing has been laid down, — such directing for instance as — 

‘ Bring the water- vessels ; — place fuel and grass ; — cleanse the Srvks ; — 
gird up the loin of the Sacrificer’s wife ; — come up with clarified butter 

In connection with these directions, there arises the question — Is the 
person doing the directing the same as the one that does the acts directed 
to be done ? Or is the director different from the person carrying out the 
directions ? 

The PurvapaJeaa view is as follows : — “ The person directing and the 
person carrying out the directions are one and the sam»^. — ^Why so ? — Because 
of the name [‘ Adhvaryava ’ under which both are included ; hence both 
the acts are to be done by the Adhmryti\ — ‘ But the directing of one’s own 
self is most incongruous.’ — The answer to this is that it will not be a 
direction ; we shall explain the Imperative Ending (Lot) as expressing the 
idea that the time for the action denoted by the root has arrived [i.e. the 
sentence ‘ bring the water -vessels ’ moans ‘ it is time for the vessels to be 
brought up ’]. — Says the Opponent — ‘ Even if the idea expressed be that 
the thne has arrived, the use of the Second Person (in the verb) is 
restricted to the presence of such correlatives as ‘ you ’ and the like ; and 
certainly there can be no mixing up of the First with the Second Person ’. 
— The answer to this is as follows — ^The Second Person is restricted to the 
presence of such correlatives of ‘ you ’ only when the idea of ‘ you * is 
meant to be expressed ; for instance, when the idea meant to be expressed 
is that ‘ the time for your doing the act has arrived ’, then alone the verb 
is to be used in the Second Person, — ^and it does not take either the First or 
the Third Person. When however all that is meant to be expressed is that 
‘ the time for doing the action has arrived — and not ‘ your doing ’, or 
^ my doing’, — then the verb is not to take the Second Person, simply in 
accordance with the presence of such correlative words as ‘ you ’ and the 
like. — Nor is it possible for both those ideas to be meant to bo expressed 
at the same time — that ‘ the time for the action has arrived ’ and that ‘ it 
is time for your doing it ’ ; — as this would involve a syntactical split. Thus 
then there are only two possibilities — (1) the fact of the time for action 
having arrived being already known, the idea intended to be conveyed 
may be that ‘ it is your time to do the act *, — or (2) the idea of ‘ your time * 
being already known, the idea, intended to be conveyed is that ‘it is time 
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for the doing of the act*. — ^Now what. is required to be declared (by a 
Vedic Injunction) is the time for the doing of the act, — ^not the time of ‘ you ’ ; 
there is a useful purpose served by the remembrance of the time for action ; 
— ^it is already known that ‘ the action is to be done ’ [hence there is some 
use in speaking of the time for it] ; the object ‘ you on the other hand, 
is not known as that ‘ it is to be done *. — From all this it follows that, on 
the basis of Name, the Adhvaryu alone is to do the directing as also to carry 
out the direction.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The person doing 
the directing should be different from one who carries out the direction. — 
Why ? — Because directions are always meant for others ; as a matter of fact, 
a direction can be addressed only to another person, never to one’s own 
self. — “ We have already explained that the words would mean that ‘ the 
time has arrived — Our answer to that is that so long as it is possible 
for the Imperative word to bo taken as a direction, it cannot be right to 
take it as expressing the idea that ‘ the time has arrived ’ ; because in this 
latter case it has to be hold that the idea of ‘ you ’, though clearly com- 
prehended, is not meant to be expressed. In the case in question we find 
that it is possible to take the word as a direction ; hence it must be a 
direction ; — and if it is a direction, then it is establislied that what is 
directed to be done is something different [and should be done by another 
person]. 



Adhikarana (12) : The ^ Directing^ and the ^carrying out of 
the Birejction ’ are to he done by the Adhvaryu and 
the Agnldh^respectively. 

SUTRA (23). 

[P(Jrvapak§a] — “ The Adhvaryu should carry out the 

DIRECTIONS ; AS THIS IS SHOWN (BY VeDIC TEXTS).” 

Bhdsya. 

After the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, there arises 
the further question — ^Is the AdJwaryu to direct the Agnldh ? Or the Agntdh 
is to direct the Adhvaryu ? 

The apparent view appears to be that as nothing is si)ecifically laid down, 
there can be no restriction as to who should direct whom. 

As against this prima facie view, we have the following Purvapakaa : — 
“ The Adhvaryu should be the person who carries out the direction ; — ^why ? 
— ^because this is shown hy Vedic teoats ; we have the following text indicative 
of the same conclusion — ‘ Tiryancham sphyam dhdrayet, yadanvaUcham 
dhdrayet vajro vai sphyo vajrefjka adhvaryum hsinjkmta * [‘ He should hold 
the Sphya obliquely ; if he holds it horizontally, the Sphya, being the thunder- 
bolt, he would destroy the Adhvaryu with the thunderbolt ’] (cf. Taitti. Bra. 
3. 2. 10. 1) ; this passage shows that the Sphya is in the hand of the person 
who does the directing ; and the assertion that ‘ he destroys the Adhvaryu 
with the thunderbolt ’ indicates the Adhvaryu to be other than the person 
directing. From this it follows that it is the Agnldh who should direct the 
AdhvaryuJ*' 


SUTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality the term [‘ Adhvaryu occurring in 
THE text quoted IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ SpHYA '] IS TO BE 
TAKEN IN THE FIGURATIVE (INDIRECT) SENSE [AS STAND- 
ING FOR THE ‘ AgnIDH ’ PrIEST], — ON THE BASIS OF 
THE SIMILARITY OF THEIR FUNCTIONS. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that “ the Agnldh does the directing, and the Adhvaryu 
carries out the direction ” ; the right view is that the Adhvaryu should 
direct the Agnldh ; as in this way the directing as well as the carrying out of 
the direction would be done hy the Adhvaryu [in the sense that the carrying 
out of the direction being done under his direction, it can be regarded as 
done by himself, though indirectly] ; and this would be in keeping with the 
name ‘ Adhvaryava ’ [under which both the acts are included]. In this 
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way then the Adhvaryu would be the predominant person. — “ Where would 
his predominance lie ? ” — ^It lies in the fact that everything is to be done 
by him, on the basis of the Name (‘ Adhvaryava ’). — As regards the argument 
that “ we find the Adhvaryu actually spoken of (in the text just quoted, 
regarding the holding of the Sphya) as the person carrying out the 
directions ”, — our answer to this is that it is true that we find him so spoken 
of ; but when we come to think of it, we do not find any authority for the 
Adhvaryu being regarded as the person carrying out the directions (given 
by others) ; hence this view must bo wrong ; in fact, a view in support of 
which there is no authorit3% must be tieated as an illusion ; e.g. the notion 
in n^gard to shell that it is silver. — On the other hand, there is authority 
for the view that the Agmdh is the person to carry out the directions (gh en 
by the Adhvaryu)', hence the Agnidh is the worker; and in the text quoted 
(in connection with the holding of the Sphya), the term ‘ adhvaryu ’ is really 
found to bt) used in the sense of the woricer (and not of the Adhvaryu Priest), 
and hence in a figurative sense : so that it is the A griidh priest who is spoken 
of as ^Adhvaryu' on the ground that he is the person who will work out 
the details laid down in tlie Adhvaryava section of the V’^eda (under the 
direction of the Adlwaryii). — Prom all this it follows that the directing is 
the function of the Adhvarjpt and the carrying out of those directions is 
the function of the Agnidh. 



Adhikarana (13) : The results spoken of in the ‘ Karaim* 
mantras ’ accrue to the Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (25). 

[PlJRVAPAKi^A] — “ The result spoken of in the ‘ Karana-mantras 

ACCRUES TO THE pRIEST ; AS THEN ALONE CAN THE MENTION 
OF IT SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection wiili the Darfifi/t-PUrtimnasaf we read — " Mamdgne varcho 
vihavesmstii — iti purvamagnim grhnati ’ |‘ Saying — O Agyii, may glory he mine 
in ronfenta — he first takes hold of the Fire’] (Taitti. Sam. 4. 7. 14. 1). 
\ N ydyamdkiristara explains the ineaning as ‘ may that reward be mine 
which is endowed with the glory of excellent oblations ’. The translation 
has adopted the ineaning assigned to the mantra in the Hhdsya itself — see 
below. 1 

In regard to tliis, there arises the (|uestion — The reward that is asked 
for, — does it accrue to the Priest or to the Sacrificer ? 

The PurvapaJem view is as follows : — “ It pertains to the Adhvaryu 
Priest onl 5 ^ — Why ? — Because this view is in keeping with the direct 
meaning of the text ; any other view would necessitate the attributing of 
an indirect meaning to the text, — i.e. the self of the speaking Priest (expressed 
by the word ‘ mama ‘ mine *) would have to be taken as standing for the 
Sacrificer, From this it follow's that what is asked for is a reward accruing 
to the Priest. — ‘ What would be the meaning of the text in that case ? * — 
The sense is — ‘ If the Fire is held in this piece of fuel, the performance of 
the sacrifice wall be possible, and thence, at all contests, in all cases of 
compel ition, T shall be glorious ’ ; — ^this is an assertion made by the 
Adhvaryu, and thereby he becomes encouraged.” 


SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it accrues to the Master (Sacrificer), — 

BECAUSE IT IS FOR HIS SAKE [THAT THE ACTION 

IS performed]. 

Bhdsya. 

The reward spoken of accrues to the Sacrificer, because it is for his sake 
that the action is performed ; as a matter of fact, the entire sacrifice, along 
with all its accessories and subsidiaries, is performed for the sake of the 
Sacrificer, — as is clear from the particular (Atmanepada) ending [in the 
injunctive word ‘ yajeta ’ contained in the injunction ‘ Jyotistcymena 
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avargdkdmo yajlta \ ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Jyoti§toma 
sacrifice’]. As a matter of fact, the purpose for which the sacrifice along 
with its accessories is performed is the accomplishment of the result desired 
by the Sacrificer, — not the glory or fame of the Adhvaryu, however well 
equipped the latter may be. — “ What if that is so ? ” — ^If that is so, then 
the mention of the Result indicates that the Result should be brought about 
(worked for) ; that is to say, in the case in question, the fact that the 
AnvSdhdrui (Supplementary Laying) of the Fire should be performed 
becomes indicated by the mantra cited, only if it speaks of a result accruing 
to the Sacrificer, — ^not if it only speaks of the glory of the Adhvaryu priest. — 
From this it follows that what is asked for in the mantra is a result accruing 
to the Sacrificer. 

Question — “ In that case, why should not the mantra be recited by the 
Sacrificer himself ? ” 

Answer — By virtue of the name Adhvaryava*), the Supplementary 
Laying (Anvddhdna) of the Fire is a function of the Adhvaryu ; — and as 
this Supplementary Laying of Fire is done by means of the said mantra^ 
the nuintra also comes to be regarded as ‘ Adhvaryava ’ (i.e. recited by the 
Adhvaryu) ; and it is the Adhvaryu that is referred to in the mantra (by 
the term ‘ mama *, ‘ mine ’) ; hence it is that the mantra is recited by the 
Adhvaryu. In the phrase * may glory be mine ’, it is the sacrificer'* s glory 
that is spoken of (by the Adhvaryu) as ‘ mine ’, figuratively ; just as though 
the victory in a battle has accrued to the king, yet the soldiers speak of 
it as * our victory *. 

SUTRA (27). 

Also because we find indications to the same effect. 

Bhdsya. 

There is an indicative text also, pointing to the same conclusion. — 
There is the text — ‘ Yam vai kdhchana ftvija dshisamdshdsatJe yajamdnasya 
eva sd* [‘ Whatever benediction the Priests ask for, it verily accrues to the 
Sacrificer ’], — ^where it is shown that the benediction is for the Sacrificer, 
— ^For this reason also we declare that the result that is spoken of accrues 
to the Sacrificer. The purpose served (by this mention of the reward) is 
exactly as pointed out in the Purvapaksa [i.e. it serves to encourage the 
person concerned]. 



Adhikabana ( 14 ) : Such results spoken of in the ‘ Karana- 
mantras^ as are helpful in the performance accrue 
to the Priest. 

SUTRA (28). 

The result that is hjjlpful in the performance accrues to the 
Priest ; as even so, it serves the purpose of the Sacrificer. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been understood that the results spoken of in the ' Karana- 
mantras ’ accrue to the Sacrificer. — ^The question that arises now is — Is this 
the universal rule [Is it always so ] ? — ^Th<i answer is — ^No ; in some cases, 
the result spoken of accrues to the Priests; — i.e. in those cases where the 
result in question is helpful in the performance ; for instance, there is 
the mantra — ‘ A gndvianu mdvakramiaam vijihdthdm mama santdptam (Taitti, 
Sam. 1. 1. 12. 1). [This mantra is recited at the Darslia-Purnamdsa, 
by the Adhvnryn, while he is holding near his navei the two Ladles filled 
with clarifted butter ; the meaning of the mantra is—* O Agni-Visnu, in 
the sliape of the two TiUdles, by holding you near my navel, I have 
not failed in my duty towards you, — may you not be separated from me, 
and may you also save me from becoming subject to heat and suffering*.] — 
Here, the result spoken of is freedom from the effects of heat ; — ^now if this 
result accrues to the Adhvaryu Priest, and he does not suffer from heat, 
then ho can perform his functions at the sacrifice in the proper manner, 
and the ijroper performance of the sacrifice thus secured is beneficial to the 
Sacrificer. — Thus in this case the result spoken of is one that accrues to 
the Priest. 


vSUTRA (29). 

Also whbbb thebe is a dibbct asseetion [to that effect]. 

Bhdsya, 

Also in a case where there is a direct assertion to that effect, the result 
is to be taken as accruing to the Priests. — ^For instance [at the Jyoti^tcmui] 
under the southern Havirdhdna Cart, there are four one-span -mouthed holes, 
removed from each other by one Prddeaha (six inches) [joined together at the 
bottom] ; — the Adhvaryu puts his hands into these, and says to the Sacrificer 
‘ What is there in this ? ’, — the other (i.e. the Sacrificer) says ‘ Prosperity * ; — 
then the Adhvaryu says — ‘ May it accrue to both of us together *. [These 
questions and answers are embodied in the mantra ‘ KinuUra — bhadram — 
tannau saha *, which occurs in Taitti. Sam. 1. 3. 2. 1.] — ^Now here we find 
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that there is a direct assertion to the effect that the result spoken of 
{Prosperity) accrues to the Adhvaryn as well as the Sacrificer ; — the phrase 
‘ tannau saha ’ clearly referring to both the persons, the Adhvaryu and the 
Sacrificer. Cons€'.quently it has to be admitted that in this case the result 
spoken of accrues to the Adhvaryu (also). 



Adhikarana (15) : The ^ Emhellishments^ of substances 
subserve the purposes of the Primary as well as 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (30). 

The Embellishment of a substance appertains to all sacrifices ; 

AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE CONTEXT. 

[The cases of conflict among Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and the rest 
having been dealt with, it is now going to be shown that the conclusions arrived 
at are applicable not only to Primary Sacrifices, but also to their Subsidiaries and 
Modifications.] 

Bhdsya. 

In Gonnoction with tho Darshn-Purrminasa, there have been laid down 
many details relating to (preparatory of) the Grass, and others relating to 
the Altar. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Do those subserve the 
purposes of (are helpful to) the Primary as well as its subsidiaries ? Or 
of tho Primary only ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ by virtue of the Context, thej’^ should 
be helpful to the Primary only 

The Siddhdnta is that it is not so ; the Embellishment of substances 
subserves the purposes of tho Primary as well as its subsidiaries, as has been 
already explained above (under Su. 3. 7. 1 et serf.). [Though this has been 
already explained before, yet] it has been brought in here as loading up to 
what follows. 

[According to tho Tantravdrtika, what is said here relates to the Primary 
and its Modifications ; it remarks that what has been said before, under Su. 3. 7. 
1 et seq., is that the details appertain to the Primary as well as its subsidiaries ; 
and the present Sutra has been introduced simply for the purpose of showing that 
the same conclusion holds good regarding the Modifications also. — From the last 
sentence of the Bhdsya also it is clear that the reiteration of the conclusion is meant 
to be introductory to what follows, — and what follows is tho connection of the 
Details of tho Primary with its Modifications — ^not subsidiaries ; so that the present 
Adhikarana should really be taken in the way in which the Tantravdrtika has taken 
it. — It is curious, that tho wording of the Sutra is clearer than that of the Bhdsya, 
as therein it is clearly stated that they are for ‘ all sacrifices ’, which includes the 
Primary, its subsidiaries as well as its Modifications.'] 



Adhikarana (16) : The details peculiar to the Primary 
do not find place in its ‘ Modification \ 

SUTRA (31). 

Inasmuch as they are laid down as relating specifically 
TO THE Primary Original, they should have no 
place in the ‘ Modification 

Bhdsya, 

In course of the Jyotiatorna there is the Agnlsomiya Aniinal [the animal 
dedicated and sacrificed to Agni-Soma], the sacrificing of which is laid down 
in the text — ‘ Yo dilcaito yadagnlaotmyam paahumdlabhate ’ [‘ On being 
initiated, the man sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6); in connection with the killing of this animal, wo read 
^ Barhiad yupdvatarruivaatrrbdtU djyena yupamanaJcti ^ [‘He covers the pit of 
the Post with grass ; ho anoints the Post with clarified butter ’]. 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question — Should the details, 
laid down in connection with the Oraaa and Clarifltd Butter used at \ i 
Primary Original Sacrifice (Daraha-Furnamdaa), be performed in connect* 
with the Grass and Clarified Butter used for covering the pit and anointi 
the Post at the ‘ Modificatory Sacrifice ’ (Agnlaomlya) ? — or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows ; — “ They should be performed t 
the Modification. — ^Why ? — The sentence that lays down the details in 
question (in connection with the Primary), lays them down for all grass 
and all clarified butter ; — that sentence is applicable to the Modification 
also, by the general law (that ‘ the Modification is to bo performed in the 
manner of the Primary Original’) ; — ^nor are the Orasa and Ghirified Butter 
used at the Modification useless ; — hence it follows that the said details are 
to be performed in connection with these latter also.” 

The Siddkdnta, in answer to tliis, is as follows ; — Inamiueh as they 
are laid down as relating specifically to the Primary Original, they should have 
no place in the Modification. As a matter of fact, the details in question 
have been laid down in relation. to the Primary Original, at which they 
help in the fulfilment of what is done with the Grass and the Clarified 
Buiter, at that Primary Sacrifice. Those details alone of the Primary 
Original are transferred to the ‘ Modification ’ which are of use in the latter 
[and not all the details of the Primary]. But what the general law (relating 
to Modifications) requires (for its operation) is the Primary Original itself 
(whose procedure the law transfers to the Modification), and not its details ; 
bev ise what is transferred by the general law (to the Modification) is the 
general outline of the Primary, and not the details. [For if all the details 
of the Primary were to come into the Modification, then the result would 
be that the Primary Sacrifice would come to be performed all over again* 
— says the Tantravdrtika.l 
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Further, a detail cannot be syntactically connected with one thing, 
even though it be in dose proximity to it. — when it is known to be 
appurtenant to something else, — at least so long as it is possible to connect 
it with that something else ; for instance, in the case of the expression 
‘ Bhdryd — rdjnah — puniao — devadattaaya ’ [where it being known that the 
‘ bhdryd ’ ‘ wife spoken of is that of Devadatta, we cannot connect that 
word with ‘ rdjnah ’ ‘ of the king — even though the two words are in 
juxtaposition] ; — when such connection is not possible between two things 
in juxtaposition, how much less possible is it, my friend, in the case where 
the things are remote from one another ? — Tn the case in question the 
accessory character of the details is recognised only in relation to the 
Primary Original ; and it is mere transference that is done in connection with 
the Modification. If tlie details were all to come into the Modification, then 
it would be necessary also to establish then* accessory character (in relation 
to the Modification) ; and all the required details in that case would l^e 
common to the Primary and the Modification, and there would be no 
occasion for any ulm or altc^ration in the details (in consideration of the 
exigencies of the Modification) further mantras would be adopted in 
accordance with the indicatives that might be found in each case ; and 
tjiere would be no room for any such specification of details as ‘ they offer 
the omentum at the Morning Extraction, the (.^ake at the Midday Extrac- 
tion ’, — or as ‘ The Father does not increase, nor the Mother, nor the Kin, — 
it is I’rana alone’. — From all this it follows that the details should bo 
performed at the Modification only through those things tlirough which they 
have been performed at the Primary Original ; — now, there is no ‘ covering 
of the pit/ of the Post ’ at the Original Sacrifice, nor the ‘ anointing of 
the Post ’ [through and to which the details regarding the Grass and the 
Butter could have been performed at the Original] ; consequently it follows 
that those details of the Original Sacrifice cannot be performed at the 
Modification (Agnlsomiya ), — being related specifically, as they are, to that 
Primary Original. 
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Adhikabana (17)!: The ‘ Vidhrtis’ and the ‘ Pavitr as' 
are not to he made out of the Grass- got for spread- 
ing over the Altar ; — they may he made out 
of the ‘ Parihhojaniya ' Grass. 

StJTRA (32). 

In view of a Vedic declaration, there would be an 

IMPOSSIBILITY ; HENCE THE OTHER CASES MUST REMAIN 
UNDEFINED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Ptirnamdsay wo read (a) ‘ Samdn aprach- 
chhinndgrau darbhau prddeshamdtrau pavitre karoti* ; and again (6) ' A ratni- 
mdtre vidhrte karoti' [(a) ‘Ho makes two Pavitras of two pieces of Kiisha- 
grass, six inches in length, equal and with their tij^s uncut’, (6) ‘He makes 
two Vidhrtis of two pieces of Kusha-grass, 18 inches long.’] 

In regard to this there arises the question — Are the Pavitras and the 
Vidhrtis made out of the grass that has boon got for spreading over the 
Altar ? — or out of some other grass ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ they should be made out of the gras 
got for spreading over the altar. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because it is that gras 
which has been spoken of in the Context, and the purificatory details alsc 
appertain equally to all kinds of grass ; — hence the Pavitras and the 
Vidhrtis should be made out of the same grass 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows : — They should be made 
out of other grass. — “ Why ? ” — Because of impossibility. — “ How is there 
an impossibility ? ” — There is a Vedic declaration to the effect that ‘ He 
spreads the grass over the altar thiice or five times ’ ; if this spreading is 
done in this manner, how could any Vidhrii or Pavitra be made out of the 
grass that is so spread out ? It is. in fact, not possible that one and 
he same grass should be used for spreading and also for making the 
^tihrti and the Pavitra. Thus then there would be two mutually incom- 
^.fitible statements — (1) the direct declaration (regarding the spreading of 
the grass over the altar three or five times) and (2) the statement that several 
uses could be made out of that same grass. — From this it follows that the 
Vidhrti and the Pavitra should not be made out of the grass got for 
spreading over the altar. 

“ If not out of that, then whence ? ” — 

Well, as regards the uses of grass (other than the spreading over the 
Altar), it would always remain undefined as to which particular grass is to 
be used ; or it may be done out of the grass named ‘ Paribhojanlya ’, which 
is there. 



ADHiKABAijrA (18) : The ‘ keeping ’ is to be done of that 
same Cake and other things which have been spoken 
of and Vised at the sacrifice. 

SOTRA (33). 

The ' KEEPING ’ IS TO BE OF A PORTION (OF WHAT HAS BEEN USED AT 
THE SACRIFICE)-; AS IN THAT CASE, THERE IS CONNECTION 
OF WHAT IS ALREADY THERE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the J yotistoma we road— Puroddshctshakalam 
aindravdyavasya pdtre nidadhdti, dhdnd dAhvinnpdirS, payaaydm ?fiaftrd,~ 
vftrunapdtre^ [‘He keeps the cake-piece in the Aindravdyatni vessel, the 
fried barley in the Ashvina vessel, and the Payasyd in the Mnitrdvarxma 
vessel ’]• 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are these to be kept out of 
the substances that have been used at the sacrifice ? Or out of others ? 

The Purvapdkaa view is that — “ according to the principle of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, they should be kept out of substances other than 
those used at the sacrifice 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta- is that the keeping is to be of a 
portion of what ha^ been used at the sacrifice ; — why ? — because in that cctae 
there is connection of what ia already there» That is to say, the Cake, the 
Fried Barley and the Curds being already there, the most reasonable 
course is that what is to be done should be done in connection with those, 
not in connection with other substances. — Another reason for the same 
conclusion is that the ‘ embellishment ’ (brought about by the ‘ keeping ’) 
must appertain to the Cake and other substances, not of the Aindra- 
vduava and other vessels. — “ Why ? ” — Because we find the Accusative 
ending in the words denoting those substances. — Then again, the betterment 
(embellishment) that is perceived (in the Cake, etc.) is that brought about 
by the ^keeping of a portion’, not by connection with the Aindravdyava 
and otlier vessels. — Lastly, it is only when the ‘ keeping * is done out of 
the substances used at the sacrifice that there is some good done to those 
substances. — ^For these reasons, the ‘keeping’ should be done in refer- 
ence to the substances used at the sacrifice. — This should not be open 
to the objection that “ this involves the enjoining (of the keeping) of what 
has been already enjoined (as to be offered into Fire), and also the anomaly 
of one and the same thing occupying the position of several kinds of 
subservience ” ; — ^because the piece offered into the Fire would be entirely 
different from piece that is * disposed of ’ (by being kept in the 

ves.sels). 



Adhikarana ( 19 ) : The ^ silence^ enjoined in connection 
with the ‘ Kdmya Istis ’ serves the purposes of the 
Principal Sacrifice only. 

8UTRA (34). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “ The accessory detail performed in connection 

WITH THE ‘ Modification * should serve the purposes of 
ALL, — JUST LIKE THAT LAID DOWN IN CONNECTION WITH 
• THE Original Primary.” 

Bhdsi/a. 

We have the following text — ‘ Yajndtharvanam vai kdmyd istayah 
td updmshu karlavyah ’ [‘ The latis with a purpose pertain to the Sacrificial 
Atharvan, — they should bo performed silently (inaudibly) ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this silence meant to 
be helpful in the Principal as well as the Subsidiary ? or in the Principal 
only ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ tlhe accessory detail performed in 
connection with the ‘ Modification ’ should serve the purposes of all, — i.e. of 
all Principals and all Sxibsidiaries ; as there is no discrimination, — -just like 
that laid down in connection with the Original Primary ; that is, just as (under 
Su. 3. 7. 1 et seq.) it has been decided that the details enjoined regarding 
the Altar and those regarding the Clarified Butter appertain to (and are 
helpful at) tlio Principal as well as the Subsidiaries, — so should it be in the 
present case also ”. 


SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it serves the purposes of the Principal 
Sacrifice only ; as it has not been enjoined in connec- 
tion WITH THE Subsidiary at all. 

Bhdsya. 

The particTilar detail in question (i.e. silence) observed at the subsidiaries, 
should be regarded as serving the purposes of the Principal Sacrifice. — If 
it wc're taken as being for all the sacrifices, it could be so taken only by 
setting aside the indication of the ‘ Context ’ (whereby it should be restricted 
to the Principal only), on the strength of ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ which 
connects the silence with the Principal as well as the subsidiaries. But 
we find that in the present case the ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ has been 
qualified by the qualifying adjunct ‘ Isfis with a purpose ’ ; and as a matter 
of fact it is the Principal Sacrifices that are ‘ with a purpose ’ (i.e. with a 
view to attaining certain rewards), and the subsidiaries only serve the 
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purpose of helping the Principals (in the fulfilment of the purpose of v. 
latter) [and they do not serve any independent purposes of their own, not 
bringing any rewards apart from those brought about by the Principals], — 
and for this reason, what is laid down (‘silence’) cannot be regarded as 
enjoined in connection with the subsidiary at all ; because what is meant 
to be related to the procedure of silence is only that sacrifice which has 
been enjoined as bringing about a desirable result [which alone can be called 
" Kdmya Isti\ ' Isti, or sacrifice, with a purpose']. — From this it follows 
that th« ‘ silence ’ is meant to serve the purposes of the Principal Sacrifice 
only. 



Adhikarana (20) : The * butter^ is to be used as ^djya^ 
at the subsidiaries of the Shyena sacrifice. 

SUTRA (36). 

On account of the impossibility (of its being used at the 
Principal Sacrifice), it should be used at its subsidiaries ; 
specially by reason of the peculiar connection. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Shyena sacrifice, we read — ‘ Drtinavanltamdjyam * 
[* The Ajya to be used is the Butter stored in a leather bag ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is tliis Butter to be used 
at the Principal (Shyena) sacrifice itself ? Or at its subsidiaries ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ it is to be used at the Principal 
Sacrifice ; because the Context pertains to that ; hence on the strength of the 
Injunction, it is the Principal Sacrifice that should be performed with 
Butter as the substance used ”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta • — On account of the 
impossibility of its heiny used at the Principal sacrifice, it should be used at 
its subsidiaries, — i.e. at the subsidiaries of the Shyena sacrifice. — “ Why 
should there be an ‘ impossibility * (of its being used at the Principal 
itself) ? ” — ^Because the substance actually used at the Principal is the 
Somafuice [the Shyena being a ‘ modification * of the Jyotistoma]. — “ But on 
account of the Injunction (under consideration), Butter would be the sub- 
stance used at it — The meaning of the Injunction is 7iot that ‘ Butter 
is to be used at the Shyena ’, — but that “ At the Shyena, the Ajya to be 
used is Butter ’ ; so that what is enjoined is the peculiar relationship {of 
original and substitute) between ‘ Ajya ’ and ‘ Butter ’, — and the connection 
between the ‘ Ajya * and the Shyena sacrifice is only referred to. As a matter 
of fact, however, there is no direct connection between the Shyena and 
the ‘ Ajya ’ ; while there is a direct connection between the ‘ Ajya ’ and 
the subsidiaries of the Shyena. So that the use of the ‘ Butter * must be 
taken to be enjoined in reference to (i.e. in the place of) the ‘ Ajya *, 
at that sacrifice with which the Ajya has had some connection ; this is 
what is meant by the phrase (in the Sutra), ‘ specially by reason of the peculiar 
proximity (connection) ’. 


SUTRA (37). 

“ The same may be the case with Fire-laying — if this be 

URGED (then the ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING StlTRA). 


The following view may be taken — “ If Fresh Butter is to be used at the 
subsidiaries of the Shylna, then it would also be used at the Pavamdna 
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lafia performed in connection with Fire-laying ; because these 
are helpful to the Shyena, the Shyena being performed in the Fire co. 
secrated by means of those lafia [so that in this sense these latis would be 
‘ subsidiaries of the Shyena ’ ; consequently Butter should have to be used 
at these latia also] ”, 

StJTRA (38). 

That cannot be ; because these (I§tis) do not appear in the 

CONTEXT OF THE ShYENA, AND THE FACT OF ONE ACT BEING 
SUBSIDIARY TO THE OTHER DEPENDS UPON THAT [i.E. ITS 
APPEARING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE LATTER]. 

Bhdaya. 

As a matter of fact, neither the Pavamdna latia, nor even Fire-laying 
are found mentioned in the Context of the Shyena. — “ What then ? ” — If 
it is so, then there is no direct connection between Fire-laying and Shyena , — 
the ‘ Laying ’ being of the Fire, and the Fire being connected with the 
Shyena ; so that there could be no reason for Butter being used among 
the substances used at the Pavaftidna latia (which are performfed at the 
Fire-laying). — The mere fact of the Laying being of use to the Fires does 
not make the Laying a subsidiary to the Shyena ; there would be a ground 
for regarding it as a subsidiary to it only if such were the indication 
of anyone of the six means of knowledge, ‘ Context * and the rest. [And 
since there is no such ground] therefore it follows that there is no connection 
between the Shyena and the Laying (of Fire), [and there is no reason for 
Butter being used at the Laying of Fire]. 



Adiiikabaija (21) : Butter is to he used as ‘ Ajya’ at all 
subsidiaries of the Shyena. 

StJTRA (39). 

[PObvap\k§a] — [“ The Buttee should be used] oni,y at the time 
[of Juice -Extraction] ; because we find indications 

TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The question that arises now is — Ts the Butter to be used at only 
those subsidiaries of the Shyena which are performed at the time of Juice- 
Extraction ? Or at all subsidiaries of the Shyena ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Tt should be used at only those 
subsidiaries that are performed at the time of the Juice-Extraction, because 
we find indications to that effect. For instance, we have the text — ‘ Saha 
pashundlahhate ' [‘He kills the animals together*], and then again, the 
declaration — ‘ In place of the Agnisomlya animal, there should be the 
Agnisomlya Cake, and in place of the Anuhandhyd animal, the Maitrdvarux^ 
Cake;* these texts point to two vacant places (for which substitutes are 
provided). From this we understand that the declaration in regard to the 
use of Butter at the Shyena sacrifice lays down a peculiarity in regard 
to the subsidiaries performed at the time of the Juice -Extraction. [If 
Butter were to be used, then there could not be any vacant places at 
all] **. 

SUTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be used at all the 

SUBSIDIARIES, AS THERE IS NO DISTINCTION. 

Bhasya, 

Butter should be used at all the subsidiaries of the Shyena ; — ^why ? — 
because there is no distinction. Inasmuch as we find no grounds for making 
a distinction. Butter should be taken as to be used at all the subsidiaries 
of the Shyena sacrifice. 


SUTRA (41). 

As FOR ‘ INDICATIONS ’, THEY CAN BE ACCEPTED ONLY WHEN THEY 
AI^E IN ACCORDANCE WITH REASON. 

Bhdsya. 

The argument urged upon the basis of ‘ indications * has to be rebutted. 
There is no authority (or evidence) to show that what is asserted regarding 
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Butter to be used at the Shyena applies to only those subsidiaries*^ 
are performed at the time of the Juice-extraction; all that is put forwar^^. 
in support of it is that ‘ we perceive indications to that effect — ^But as 
a matter of fact, perception, not based upon evidence (valid means of 
knowledge), is urrong perception, as it is in the case of the mirage. — “ How 
then is there to be the killing of animals in the middle of an action ? ” — 
Because of Reason. — “ What is the reason ? ” — The reason lies in the fact 
that by so doing, we retain the order of sequence ; i.e. bj" so doing the right 
order of sequence is followed, even in the absence of a direct injunction to 
that effect. — From all this it follows that the Butter is to be used at all 
the subsidiaries of the Shyena, 

[It is a well-known fact that such Indications can be regarded as authoritative 
only with regard to such subjects as are amenable to reasoning. The case in 
question however is one amenable to Verbal Authority only. The killing together 
of the animal is to be done at the time of the juice -extraction, not because it is 
an accessory enjoined with special reference to that time, — but because of a 
reason pointing to that conclusion, which however does not apply to the case of the 
Butter. This reasoning is as follows — There is an order oj sequence which, in the 
absence of any injunction, appears in the form of proximity ; and this order of 
sequence would be followed if the other details are connected with the time of 
juice-extraction. — In this way, when the animals come to be killed at the time of 
the Savanlya, the time of no animals would be passed over. — Tantravartika.] 



Adhikarana (22) : Only the ^ Savanly a ^ Cakes should 
consist of flesh. 

SUTRA (42). 

Flesh should be used in place of the ‘ SavanIya * Cakes only, 

BECAUSE OF THE SPECIFIC INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the sacrifice called ‘ Shdkydndmayana ’ (the sacrifice of the 
Shdkyas)^ which continues for thirty-six years. — In connection with this 
we read — ‘ At the close of each day, the Master of the House goes out 
hunting, the animals that he kills there, the flesh of those go to make up the 
Savaniya Cakes 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is flesh to take the place of 
the Savaniya as well as all the possible Cakes ? Or of the Savaniya Cakes 
only ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows “ All the Cakes should consist of 
flesh ; it is not possible for the same sentence to enjoin the fact of the 
Cakes consisting of flesh, and also to specify those Cakes by means of the 
word ‘ Savaniya ’ ; as in so doing, there would be a syntactical split. Hence 
we conclude that all the Cakes are to consist of flesh 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — Flesh should he 
used in place of the Savaniya Cakes only ; because the words of the text — 
‘ the flesh goes to make up the Savaniya ’ — clearly lay down the connection 
between the flesh and the Savaniya-Gake ; and the phrase ‘ the flesh becomes 
the Cakes ’ is a mere reference to the same. — “ How is this so ? ” It is so 
because the term ‘ Savaniya ’ could not be taken as referring to all Cakes ; 
while the term ‘ Cake ’ can very well be taken as referring to the Savaniya 
Cake ; it is for this reason that the term ‘ Cake ’ is taken as containing a 
reference (not an Injunction), — From all this it follows that flesh is to be 
used in place of the Savaniya offerings, fried barley, etc. — because of the 
specific injunction. 


SUTRA (43). 

“ Recourse to indirect (figurative) signification cannot be 

RIGHT, WHEN THERE IS NO PROXIMITY ”, — ^IF THIS IS URGED 

[then the answer would be as given in the 
FOLLOWING StTTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

If you argue as follows — “ It has been said that the term ‘ Cake ’ would 
contain a reference to the Savaniya oflerings ; — ^but as a matter of fact* the 
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term ‘ Cake ’ is never used in the sense of Fried barley and such ti. 
and so long as a word can be taken in its direct (natural) sense it cann^ 
be right to take it in an indirect (figurative) sense”, — [then o\ir answer is as 
follows]. — 

S0TRA (44). 

It is possible [to take the word in its indirbct figurative sense, 
OF indicating the ‘ SavanIya ’ offerings] ; as it is so 

INDICATIVE IN CONNECTION WITH THE ORIGINAL 
PRIMARY SACRIFICE ; — ^JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ VaIRAJA ’ 

Bhd^ya. 

Ill connection with the original Primary sacrifice, Jyotistoma, we find the 
term ‘ Cake ’ used in its secondary sense and applied to the Fried Barley and 
similar things ; on account of its being used in close proximity (to the names 
of these things) : in the case in question also, it may be taken to be similarly 
used ; because here also the ‘ Cakes ’ are in close proximity to the term 
‘ Siivanlya \ Then again, in connection with the Original Primary, the 
word IS applicable by reason of the presence of indicatives ; it is the same 
in connection with the ‘ Modification ’ also ; jixst as w e have such expression 
as ‘ Chhatrino gachchhanti \ ‘ Dhvajino gachchhanti * [where men holding the 
umbrella and the flag are called ‘ Chhatrin * and ‘ Dhvajin * because of the 
presence of the umbrella and the flag which are indicative marks]. — Similarly 
in the expression ‘ Ukthyo vairupasdmd ekavimshah sodashi vairnjasdmd ’ 
[‘ In the Ukthya, the sdmati is the Vairupa with twenty -one stomas, and in 
the Sodashin, the sdman is Vairdja *], by reason of the original indicative 
in the shape of the word ‘ Sdman *, the Vairupa-prstha and the Vairdja^ 
prstha are understood to be meant [by the words ‘ vairupa-sdmd ’ and 
‘ vairdja-sdmd * ; where the terms ‘ vairupa-sdnux ’ and * vairdja-sdmd ’ are 
taken as indirectly and figuratively indicating the V airupa’pr§\ha and 
Vairdja’pr§tha^. In the same manner, in the case in question, the SavanIya 
offerings are understood to consist of flesh. 


End of Pdda viii of Adhydya III, 
End of Adhydya II I • 


End OF VoL. I. 




SHABARA-BHASYA 
Vol. I. 

PRELIMINARY INDEX. 


Ahhikramana, 368. 

Acts, Primary and Secondary, 182. 

„ differentiated by number, 248 
„ M n name, 260. 

„ „ „ Deities, 252. 

* Adahhya ’, name of Holding, 302. 

Adhvaryu performs Chamaadhoma^ 655. 

,, to perform the Double Acts, 

676. 

‘ Agn'>1iotra \ name of Sacrifice, 133 
,, distinct from Aghara^ 238. 

,, Monthly, 306. 

„ Life-long, 314. 

Agnldhray Mantra used at his Upas> 
thana, 407 

Amdrl Manirat for approaching Garha- 
patya, 387. 

Altar, accessory of the Post, 625. 

* Amshu\ name of Holding, 302. 

Anuvamtkara, Deity not to be men- 
tioned, 430. 

Anuvakyas, subsidiary to Ajyabhaga^ 
375 

Anumfkga, 218. 

„ where not permissible, 

‘ Apashu' eulogises the Cow, 160. 

Apurva, 175. 

,, of subsidiary acts, 222. 

Auxiliary Character, 336. 

,, Definition of, 337. 

„ Enumeration, 338. 

Arthavada, Authority, 61. 

,, resembling Injunction, 65. 

„ resembling Argument, 70. 

AvSeti, a distinct act, 275. 

„ brings food, 311. 

Adhana, an independent act, 281. 

Aghara, subsidiary to Agnihotra, 227. 

,, distinct from Agnihoira, 238. 

AgnSya^ name of a Sacrifice, 142. 

„ eulogises the BrShmana, 158. 

„ a distinct act, 309. 


‘ Ayurdd' ‘mantra — recited by Master, 

^ Agnliya\ repeated mention is com- 
mendatory, 312. 

* Ajya ’, Fresh Butter as, 694. 

Bhakmmantras, to be used according 
to the meaning of words, 412. 

Bhavarthadfiikaraha, 167. 

Brahtnana, defined, 204. 

Butter, fresh as Ajya — at all subsi- 
diaries of Shyena, 696. 

Cake baked on eight panSy two slices, 
525. 

,, divided for eating, 531. 

Chamaaahomay done by Adhvaryu, 665. 

Chamasa, no cleansing of, 363. 

Chamasddhvaryus, 635, 636, 637. 

CharUy cooked — offered to Soma-Indra^ 
521. 

‘ Chitra ’, name of a Sacrifice, 130. 

Chitrinl and other bricks, auxiliary to 
Fire, 604. 

Context, indication of connection with 
subsidiaries, 445. 

Cooked rice, to Soma-Indra, 523. 

Cup, two eatings out of — dedicated to 
Tndra-Vayu, 544. 

Custom, authority of, 87, 108. 

Dakadyana, etc., not distinct acts, 286 

Desire for Rain, pertains to the Master, 

668 . 

Details, peculiar to Primary — found 
no place in subsidiary, 688. 

Dharmay defined, 4. 

„ means of Knowing, 7. 

„ not amenable to ordincu*y 
means of Knowledge, 8. 

,, cognisable only by means of 
Vedic Injunctions, 8. 

Difference among acts, indicated by 
Repetition of same word, 226. 



SHABABA-BHil^YA : 


ont materials indicate different 
results, 265. 

Directions, distribution, commenda- 
tory, 496. 

Director, different from Directed 
(Agni), 

Directing, by Adhvaryu, 682. 

* Double Acts performed by 

AdhvaryUt 675. 

^ Eight ’, mention of — is Arthavdda^ 161 . 

* Elcavakya \ 213. 

Elliptical Extension, 218. 

„ „ where not per- 

missible, 221. 

Embellishments of things subserve the 
Primary and also subsidiaries, 687. 

Enquiry propounded, 1 . 

Expressiveness of Vedic Sentences, 42. 

‘ Fetching of Branch ’, pertains to both 
Milkings, 697. 

Figurative Description based on large 
numbers, 181. 

Fire-installation, not auxiliary to Pava- 
manOf 584. 

Fire-installation, auxiliary to all sacri- 
fices, 5S6. 

Fire-laying, Quiet Singing at, 441. 

Fires, subserve all sacrifices, 649. 

Flesh, in Savanlya Oakes only, 698. 

Fruit-mixture, a modification of sacri- 
ficial offering, 500. 

Qdyatiachchhandasdh' mantra begin- 
ning with — ^used at eating of Soma 
where several metres are used, 435. 

Gold ’, wearing of, 510, 

Orahagmtd, subsidiary to JyotUtoma, 
270. 

Grammatical Smrtis, 112. 

Havirdhdna, not auxiliary to Sami- 
dhSni^ 627. 

Holakddhikarana, 108. 

Horse-gift, for, 515. 

„ „ to be performed by 

giver of Horse, 518. 

Implements, use restricted by connec- 
tion, 344. 

Indefinite becomes definite by capacity 
of things, 116. 

* Indrapltaaya, etc. ’, mantra to be used 

at all eatings, 418. 


Indra should be named in mantra used 
with the PunarabhyunnHa Soma, 
421. 

Indra and other deities, not named at 
eating of Pdtnlvata Remnants, 424. 

Initiatory Sacrifice pertains to Agni- 
stoma, 609. 

Initiation and Fee pertain to Primary 
Sacrifice, 623. 

Jayd and other Homaa are subsidiary, 
513. 

Jdghant, not separated from Context, 
470. 

JyotiHoma, belongs to Yajurveda, 443. 

Kalpaautra^ authority not self-suffi- 
cient, 105. 

Knranormantra, recited by Hotr, 677. 

„ results— accrue to sacrifice!*, 683, 
„ „ — accrue to Priests, 685. 

* Kce})ing ’ pertains to Cake, 691. 

Khadira-wood, Ladle —pertains to 
Primary Sacrifice, 674. 

‘Lopping * Mantras to be used in what 
is expressed by them, .382. 

‘Loudness’ pertains to entire Veda, 
437. 

Lyinpr^ prohibition pertains to Sacri- 
fices, 498. 

Maitrdvnruna does Reciting and 
Directing, 653. 

‘ Mandrabhibhutih .... bhaksaydmi ’ is 
one Shastra, 416. 

Mantras, indicative of Indra — to be 
used in approaching Garhapatya Fire, 
387. 

Mantra, use of, 74. 

„ not injunctive, 200. 

,, defined, 202. 

„ in two sections, to be recited 

by both persons, 672. 

Mantra, modifications, not ‘mantra’, 
206. 

Mantra, expressing an act — to be uped 
at that act, 394, 300, 382. 

Master’s Functions, 659. 

Measure of 17 cubits applies to post, 
366. 

‘ Measuring out *, etc. apply to Soma 
only 605. 



INDEX. 


Milking Vessel pertains to Archetype, 
582. 

Mlechchha usage of words authorita- 
tive, 103. 

Mustlkararm appertains to entire 
Context, 377. 

Names of sacrifices, 125. 

Nigada included under Yajus, 210. 
*Nirmanthya\ used in etymological 
sense, 147. 

Ntvara, boiled — is for being deposited, 
298. 

Nivlta, Declaration— commendatory, 
489 

Number of Nouns, no significance, 367. 

‘ ParuH difam *, such statements — 
commendatory, 496. 

Paryagnikaranay subsidiary to TvaHra 
Patnlvata, 300. 

*Pashu * Sacrifice distinct from * Soma ’ 
Sacrifice, 243. 

Pavitra, made of Paribhojanlya grass, 
Pauamana, offered in unconsecrated 
Fire, 688. 

Placing, Washing, etc. pertain to do 
three Extractions, 599. 

Placing, Washing, etc. -to Amshu and 
Addbhya, 002. 

PratipadSy separated from Context, 
467. 

* Pranabhrt' eulogises things, 163. 
Preparatory acts, 341. 

Pravargyay prohibited at first perform- 
ance of Jyotiatoma, 479. 

Primary acts, 182, 184. 

Priests, number limited, 632. 

„ major, seventeen only, 646. 

„ functions of each, 649. 

Principal Substance, details of — appli- 
cable to Substitute, 606. 

Principal Substance, details of — pres- 
cribed Substitute, 608. 

* Proksanl \ use in etymological sense, 

146. 

Properties like Redness restricted, 346. 
‘ Pusan's Share ’, to be ground only at 
Ectypal sacrifices, 481. 

* Pusan' a Share\ only when Charu is 

used, 482. 

* Pusan's Share \ only when offering is 

to Pusan alone, 484. 


* Quartering’ appertains to Agu 
Cake only, 379. 

defined, 207. 

< Rtvik'' (Priest), names not applied to 
all men engaged in Sacrifices, 642. 

‘Red turban’, etc. pertains to all 
Priests, 667. 

Remnants, Soma— to be eaten without 
mantras, 431, 433. 

Remnant-offering, out of first remnant, 
530. 

Remnant, to Svistakrt out of ghee, 533. 
„ none — at Sakamprasthayya, 

.540. 

Remnant-offering, none — at Sautra - 
mam, 641. 

Remnant, only one at SarvaprHha, 
543. 

Remnants, eating essential in the case 
of Soma, 546. 

Remnant, of Soma— to be eaten, by 
Cup -bearing priests, 647. 

Remnant, of Soma, to be eaten by 
Udgdtr priest, 549. 

Remnant, of Soma —to be eaten by 
Oravastut priest, 553. 

Remnant, of Soma — to be eaten by 
pronoun cer of * Vasat ’, 556. 

Remnant, of Soma— to be eaten by 
Soma-extractor, 557. 

Remnant, of Soma —to be eaten out of 
Cup belonging to another, 558. 

Remnant, of Soma — to be eaten first 
by Hotr, 560. 

Remnant, of Soma — to be eaten on 
invitation, 562. 

Remnant, of Soma — request to eat 
— permission for — made by means of 
Vedic words, 683. 

Remnant, of Soma — answer to request 
also — ^made by means of Vedic words, 
564. 

Remnant, of Soma — request necessary 
for men eating out of Soma vessel, 
665. 

Remnant, of Soma — to be eaten by 
Sacrificer, 566. 

Remnant, of Soma — to be eaten by 
Brahmana, at Ksattriya’s sacrifice, 
572. 



SHAB4BA-BHA9YA : 


icer, embellishments of — pertains 
to Primary Sacrifice, 618. 

Sacrificer, the seventeenth * Priest 648. 
„ learned — alone to recite, 673. 

Sacrificial Details, to be performed 
through Agents, 630. 

Sacrifices, names, 125. 

Sacrifices with distinct deities and 
materials are distinct, 290. 

^Sjtutnika, etc. pertain to Primary and 
subsidiaries, 620. 

Samariy defined, 208. 

Samidh^nl, number 17 — pertains to 
Ectypes, 580. 

Savaniya cakes ~ only of fiesh, 698. 

Secondary act defined, 184. 

Services, purchasing of — the Master’s 
function, 659. 

ShySna and VdjapeyUy performed by 
several priests, 657. 

ShySna, subsidiaries of— fresh Butter 
at, 696. 

Silence subserves Primary only, 692. 

• Soma ’ Sacrifice distinct from * Paahu ’ 
Sacrifice, 243. 

‘ Soma \ Vendor— distinct from Priests, 
641. 

Saubhara leads to same result as 
Nidkanay 266. 

ShakJtdSy act mentioned iii several — 
is the same, 320. 

Shamilfy not distinct from major 
Priests, 638. 

Shastra, primary, 190. 

Shrutiy higher than Smrtiy 92. 

*Shy^na \ name of a sacrifice, 136. 

Slab-cementing at Ectypes of Agni- 
ptoma, 473. 

Smrtiy authority of, 87. 

„ prompted by worldly motives, 
not authoritative, 96. 

Smrtiy grammatical, 112. 

Sviaiakrty offerings out of all remnants, 
528. 

SvUtakrty offerings out of all gheCy 533. 

Stutiy 190. 

Sijktavdka, used in Praatarapraharanay 
396. 

Suktavdka Mantrasy used according to 
their meaning, 400. 

Syntactical Split, Principle of, 216. 


Syntactical unit, Principle of, 213. 

Subsidiaries, connection of — indicated 
by Contexty 445. 

Subsidiaries, connection of — indicated 
by Order, 447. 

Subsidiaries, connection of — ^imlicated 
by NamPy 448. 

Subsidiaries, six means of determining, 
449. 

TadvyapadSshanydya, 1 36. 

Tatprakhyanydyay 133. 

Texts dealing with the act is more 
authoritative than those dealing with 
accessories, 97. 

* Thirty ’ should not be mentioned at 

eating of Remnants, 428. 

‘ Threatening ’ and such acts pertain 
to Man in general, 500. 

* Touching ’ pertains to Primary and 

Subsidiaries, 621. 

Touching of Calf, a Preparatory act, 
295. 

Triplication of Rope pertains to all 
animals, 600. 

‘Twelve’- pertains to Ahlna Sacri- 
fices, 466. 

Tvdatra Pdtnivata has Paryagnikarana 
for its subsidiary, 300. 

TvastrUy not named at eating of Pdtni- 
vata Remnants, 426. 

Upagay not distinct from major Priests, 
640. 

Upavltay part of entire Darsha- 
Puruamasay 370. 

Upakarana, in connection with Agnt- 
somlya animal, 690. 

Updmshuydjay a distinct sacrifice, 234. 

‘ Varhi ’ denotes common thing, 145. 

Varfiiy details pertain to Daraha- 
Purnamnaa, 515. 

‘ VakgaahP.pa'y subtle doubts, 165. 

Vaikankata appertains to all sacrifices, 
373. 

‘ VaiahvadRva ’ is a name, 148. 

Vdrana and Vaikankata appertain to 
all sacrifices, 373. 

Vdravanthjay etc. — distinct acts, 260. 

Vartraghnl, subsidiary to Ajyabhagaay 
375. 

Vidhrti, to be made of Paribhojaniya 
grass, 690. 
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Varum^ lati — by giver of Horse, 618. 

‘ VajapSya\ name of a sacrifice, 138. 

‘ VakyabhSda \ 216. 

Vfjjapeya and ShySna, performed by 
several Priests, 657. 

Veda, not the work of any person, 48. 

Vedic sentences expressive, 42. 

V omitting f offerings on, 621, 623. 

Wabhing, not a primary act, 183. 

Woman in courses, conversation with — 
prohibited, 608. 

Words denote classes, 118. 

Words, eternality of, 32. 

,, to be understood in the sense 
assigned in Scriptures, 100. 


Words, Mlechchha usage— also autn 
tative, 103. 

Words used in the Veda same as in 
common parlance, 116. 

Words like ‘ Varhi ’ denote common 
things, 143. 

‘ Yajamana\ figurative use in eulogy 
of grass bundle, 166. 

Yajus, defined, 209. 

Yajufi include Nigada^ 210. 

Ydjyanuvakyaa-Kamyu — use of, 404. 

Yawning, details pertain to Context, 
302. 

, Ynpa' eulogises the sacrificer, 159. 










